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to the structure of local government, the
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their electoral arrangements.
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We are statutorily required to review periodically
the electoral arrangements – such as the number of
councillors representing electors in each area and
the number and boundaries of electoral divisions,
or wards – of every principal local authority in
England. In broad terms our objective 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 division boundaries,
and the number of councillors and division names.
This report sets out the Commission’s final
recommendations on the electoral arrangements
for Hertfordshire County Council.
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Local Government Commission for England

2 November 1999
Dear Secretary of State
On 3 November 1998 the Commission began a periodic electoral review of Hertfordshire County Council
under the Local Government Act 1992. We published our draft recommendations in May 1999 and
undertook an eight-week period of consultation.
We have now prepared our final recommendations in the light of the consultation. We have substantially
confirmed our draft recommendations, although some modifications have been made (see paragraphs 165166) in the light of further evidence. This report sets out our final recommendations for changes to the
electoral arrangements of Hertfordshire County Council.
We recommend that Hertfordshire County Council should be served by 77 councillors representing 77
divisions, and that changes should be made to division boundaries in order to improve electoral equality,
having regard to the statutory criteria.
We note that you have set out in the White Paper Modern Local Government – In Touch with the People (Cm
4014, HMSO), legislative proposals for a number of changes to local authority electoral arrangements.
However, until such time as that new legislation is in place we are obliged to conduct our work in accordance
with current legislation, and to continue our current approach to periodic electoral reviews.
I would like to thank members and officers of the County Council and other local people who have
contributed to the review. Their co-operation and assistance have been very much appreciated by
Commissioners and staff.
Yours sincerely

PROFESSOR MALCOLM GRANT
Chairman
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SUMMARY

The Commission began a review of Hertfordshire
County Council on 3 November 1998. We
published our draft recommendations for electoral
arrangements on 25 May 1999, after which we
undertook an eight-week period of consultation.
●

This report summarises the representations
we received during consultation on our draft
recommendations, and offers our final
recommendations to the Secretary of State.

We found that the existing electoral arrangements
provide unequal representation of electors in
Hertfordshire:
●

●

in 33 of the 77 divisions, each of which are
represented by a single councillor, the
number of electors varies by more than 10
per cent from the average for the county, and
nine divisions vary by more than 20 per cent
from the average;
by 2003 electoral inequality is expected to
worsen, with the number of electors forecast
to vary by more than 10 per cent from the
average in 41 divisions, and by more than 20
per cent in 14 divisions.

Our main final recommendations for future
electoral arrangements (Figures 1 and 2 and
paragraphs 165-166) are that:
●

●

Hertfordshire County Council should have
77 councillors, as at present, representing 77
divisions;
as the divisions are based on district wards
which have themselves changed as a result of
the recent district reviews, the boundaries of
all except 12 divisions will be subject to
change.

●

●

In 59 of the proposed 77 divisions the
number of electors would vary by no more
than 10 per cent from the county average,
with only three divisions varying by more
than 20 per cent.
This improved electoral equality is forecast
to continue, with the number of electors in
57 divisions expected to vary by no more
than 10 per cent from the average for the
county, and with only four divisions
expected to vary by more than 20 per cent
from the average in 2004.

Recommendations are also made for change to town
council electoral arrangements which provide for:
●

new warding arrangements for the parish of
Abbots Langley in Three Rivers District.
All further correspondence on these
recommendations and the matters discussed
in this report should be addressed to the
Secretary of State for the Environment,
Transport and the Regions, who will not make
an order implementing the Commission’s
recommendations before 14 December 1999:
The Secretary of State
Department of the Environment,
Transport and the Regions
Local Government Sponsorship Division
Eland House
Bressenden Place
London SW1E 5DU

These recommendations seek to ensure that the
number of electors represented by each county
councillor is as nearly as possible the same, having
regard to local circumstances.
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Figure 1:

The Commission’s Final Recommendations: Summary
Division name
(by district council area)

Constituent district wards

BROXBOURNE BOROUGH
1

Cheshunt Central

Cheshunt Central ward; Cheshunt North ward

2

Flamstead End & Turnford

Flamstead End ward; Rosedale ward; Wormley &
Turnford ward (part)

3

Goffs Oak & Bury Green

Bury Green ward; Goffs Oak ward

4

Hoddesdon North

Unchanged (Hoddesdon North ward; Rye Park ward)

5

Hoddesdon South

Broxbourne ward; Hoddesdon Town ward; Wormley &
Turnford ward (part)

6

Waltham Cross

Theobalds ward; Waltham Cross ward

DACORUM BOROUGH
7

Berkhamsted

Unchanged (Berkhamsted Castle ward; Berkhamsted
East ward; Berkhamsted West ward)

8

Bridgewater

Unchanged (Ashridge ward; Northchurch ward;
Watling ward)

9

Hemel Hempstead East

Adeyfield East ward; Leverstock Green ward

10

Hemel Hempstead North East

Grove Hill ward; Woodhall ward

11

Hemel Hempstead North West

Chaulden & Shrubhill ward; Gadebridge ward;
Warners End ward

12

Hemel Hempstead St Paul’s

Adeyfield West ward; Highfield & St Paul’s ward

13

Hemel Hempstead South East

Bennetts End ward; Corner Hall ward; Nash Mills ward

14

Hemel Hempstead Town

Apsley ward; Boxmoor ward; Hemel Hempstead
Central ward

15

Kings Langley

Bovingdon, Flaunden & Chipperfield ward; Kings
Langley ward

16

Tring

Unchanged (Aldbury & Wigginton ward;
Tring Central ward; Tring East ward; Tring West ward)

EAST HERTFORDSHIRE DISTRICT

viii

17

All Saints

Hertford Bengeo ward; Hertford Kingsmead ward

18

Bishop’s Stortford East

Bishop’s Stortford All Saints ward;
Bishop’s Stortford Meads ward
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Figure 1 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations: Summary
Division name
(by district council area)

Constituent district wards

19

Bishop’s Stortford Rural

Bishop’s Stortford South ward; Little Hadham ward;
Much Hadham ward

20

Bishop’s Stortford West

Bishop’s Stortford Central ward; Bishop’s Stortford
Silverleys ward

21

Braughing

Braughing ward; Buntingford ward; Puckeridge ward;
Mundens & Cottered ward

22

Hertford Rural

Datchworth & Aston ward; Hertford Rural North ward;
Hertford Rural South ward; Walkern ward;
Watton-at-Stone ward

23

St Andrew’s

Hertford Castle ward; Hertford Sele ward

24

Sawbridgeworth

Hunsdon ward; Sawbridgeworth ward;
Stanstead Abbots ward

25

Ware North

Thundridge & Standon ward; Ware St Mary’s ward;
Ware Trinity ward

26

Ware South

Great Amwell ward; Hertford Heath ward;
Ware Chadwell ward; Ware Christchurch ward

HERTSMERE BOROUGH
27

Borehamwood North

Borehamwood Brookmeadow ward;
Borehamwood Cowley Hill ward

28

Borehamwood South

Borehamwood Hillside ward; Borehamwood
Kenilworth ward

29

Bushey North

Bushey North ward; Bushey St James’ ward (part)

30

Bushey South

Bushey Park ward; Bushey Heath ward;
Bushey St James’ ward (part)

31

Potters Bar East

Potters Bar Parkfield ward; Potters Bar Oakmere ward

32

Potters Bar West & Shenley

Potters Bar Furzefield ward; Shenley ward

33

Watling

Aldenham East ward; Aldenham West ward; Elstree ward

NORTH HERTFORDSHIRE DISTRICT
34

Hitchin North

Hitchin Bearton ward; Hitchin Walsworth ward
continued overleaf
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Figure 1 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations: Summary
Division name
(by district council area)

Constituent district wards

35

Hitchin Rural

Cadwell ward; Hitchin Oughton ward; Hoo ward;
Offa ward

36

Hitchin South

Hitchin Highbury ward; Hitchin Priory ward

37

Knebworth & Codicote

Codicote ward; Hitchwood ward; Kimpton ward;
Knebworth ward; Graveley & Wymondley ward
(part – Wymondley parish)

38

Letchworth East & Baldock

Baldock Town ward; Letchworth East ward

39

Letchworth North West

Letchworth Grange ward; Letchworth Wilbury ward

40

Letchworth South

Letchworth South East ward; Letchworth South West ward

41

North Herts Rural

Arbury ward; Baldock East ward; Ermine ward;
Graveley & Wymondley ward (part – Graveley parish);
Weston & Sandon ward

42

Royston

Unchanged (Royston Heath ward; Royston Meridian ward;
Royston Palace ward)

ST ALBANS CITY & DISTRICT
43

Harpenden North East

Harpenden East ward; Harpenden North ward

44

Harpenden South West

Harpenden South ward; Harpenden West ward

45

St Albans Central

Clarence ward; St Peter’s ward

46

St Albans East

Ashley ward; Cunningham ward

47

St Albans North

Unchanged (Batchwood ward; Marshalswick South ward)

48

St Albans Rural

Unchanged (Redbourn ward; Wheathampstead ward)

49

St Albans South

Unchanged (Sopwell ward; Verulam ward)

50

St Stephen’s

Unchanged (St Stephen ward; Park Street ward)

51

Sandridge

Unchanged (Marshalswick North ward; Sandridge ward)

52

The Colneys

Unchanged (Colney Heath ward; London Colney ward)

STEVENAGE BOROUGH

x

53

Bedwell

Bedwell ward; Pin Green ward

54

Broadwater

Longmeadow ward; Roebuck ward

55

Chells

Chells ward; Manor ward
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Figure 1 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations: Summary
Division name
(by district council area)

Constituent district wards

56

Old Stevenage

Old Town ward; Symond’s Green ward;
Woodfield ward (part)

57

St Nicholas

St Nicholas ward; Martin’s Wood ward;
Woodfield ward (part)

58

Shephall

Shephall ward; Bandley Hill ward

THREE RIVERS DISTRICT
59

Abbots Langley

Abbots Langley ward; Bedmond & Primrose Hill ward;
Langleybury ward (part – Tanners Wood ward of Abbots
Langley parish as proposed); Leavesden ward

60

Chorleywood

Chorleywood East ward; Chorleywood West ward;
Langleybury ward (part – Hunton Bridge & Langleybury
ward of Abbots Langley parish as proposed); Sarratt ward

61

Croxley

Croxley Green ward; Croxley Green North ward;
Croxley Green South ward

62

Oxhey Park

Moor Park & Eastbury ward; Oxhey Hall ward;
Carpenders Park ward

63

Rickmansworth

Maple Cross & Mill End ward; Penn ward;
Rickmansworth ward; Rickmansworth West ward

64

South Oxhey

Ashridge ward; Hayling ward; Northwick ward

WATFORD BOROUGH
65

Callowland Leggatts

Callowland ward; Leggatts ward

66

Central Oxhey

Central ward; Oxhey ward

67

Meriden Tudor

Meriden ward; Tudor ward

68

Nascot Park

Nascot ward; Park ward

69

Vicarage Holywell

Vicarage ward; Holywell ward

70

Woodside Stanborough

Unchanged (Woodside ward; Stanborough ward)

WELWYN HATFIELD DISTRICT
71

Haldens

Haldens ward; Panshanger ward; Sherrards ward (part)

72

Handside & Peartree

Handside ward; Peartree ward
continued overleaf
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Figure 1 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations: Summary
Division name
(by district council area)

Constituent district wards

73

Hatfield North

Hatfield Central ward; Hatfield North ward;
Hatfield East ward (part – East ward of Hatfield parish)

74

Hatfield Rural

Brookmans Park & Little Heath ward; Northaw ward;
Hatfield East ward (part – Essendon parish)

75

Hatfield South

Hatfield South ward; Hatfield West ward;
Welham Green ward

76

Welwyn

Welwyn North ward; Welwyn South ward;
Sherrards ward (part)

77

Welwyn Garden City South

Hollybush ward; Howlands ward

Notes: 1 The constituent district wards are those resulting from the electoral reviews of the 10 Hertfordshire districts which were
completed in 1998. 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. The maps in Appendix
A illustrate some of the proposed boundaries in more detail.
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Figure 2:

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for Hertfordshire
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1999)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2004)

Variance
from
average
%

BROXBOURNE BOROUGH
1 Cheshunt Central

1

11,004

9

11,254

6

2 Flamstead End
& Turnford

1

12,042

19

12,524

18

3 Goffs Oak
& Bury Green

1

9,617

-5

11,327

7

4 Hoddesdon North

1

10,115

0

10,781

2

5 Hoddesdon South

1

12,337

22

12,783

21

6 Waltham Cross

1

9,877

-2

10,265

-3

DACORUM BOROUGH
7 Berkhamsted

1

12,720

26

13,722

30

8 Bridgewater

1

8,399

-17

8,551

-19

9 Hemel Hempstead
East

1

9,892

-2

10,022

-5

10 Hemel Hempstead
North East

1

10,220

1

10,224

-3

11 Hemel Hempstead
North West

1

11,439

13

11,715

11

12 Hemel Hempstead
St Paul’s

1

9,082

-10

9,228

-13

13 Hemel Hempstead
South East

1

10,847

7

10,987

4

14 Hemel Hempstead
Town

1

10,585

5

11,183

6

15 Kings Langley

1

10,317

2

10,453

-1

16 Tring

1

11,933

18

12,143

15

-9

9,856

-7

EAST HERTFORDSHIRE DISTRICT
17 All Saints

1

9,174

continued overleaf

L O C A L

G O V E R N M E N T

C O M M I S S I O N

F O R

E N G L A N D

xiii

Figure 2 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for Hertfordshire
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1999)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2004)

Variance
from
average
%

18 Bishop’s Stortford
East

1

9,386

-7

10,142

-4

19 Bishop’s Stortford
Rural

1

9,600

-5

10,286

-3

20 Bishop’s Stortford
West

1

10,226

1

11,762

11

21 Braughing

1

9,799

-3

9,897

-7

22 Hertford Rural

1

9,362

-8

9,600

-9

23 St Andrew’s

1

9,551

-6

9,793

-8

24 Sawbridgeworth

1

10,532

4

11,022

4

25 Ware North

1

9,793

-3

10,005

-6

26 Ware South

1

9,729

-4

10,009

-5

HERTSMERE BOROUGH
27 Borehamwood North

1

10,958

8

11,198

6

28 Borehamwood South

1

9,485

-6

9,941

-6

29 Bushey North

1

8,859

-12

10,147

-4

30 Bushey South

1

9,623

-5

9,839

-7

31 Potters Bar East

1

11,459

13

11,675

10

32 Potters Bar West
& Shenley

1

8,559

-15

9,159

-14

33 Watling

1

11,023

9

11,157

5

NORTH HERTFORDSHIRE DISTRICT

xiv

34 Hitchin North

1

10,778

6

11,200

6

35 Hitchin Rural

1

9,089

-10

9,319

-12

36 Hitchin South

1

9,603

-5

9,975

-6

37 Knebworth
& Codicote

1

10,757

6

11,005

4
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Figure 2 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for Hertfordshire
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1999)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2004)

Variance
from
average
%

38 Letchworth East
& Baldock

1

11,144

10

11,396

8

39 Letchworth
North West

1

9,286

-8

9,324

-12

40 Letchworth South

1

10,962

8

11,182

6

41 North Herts Rural

1

7,721

-24

11,553

9

42 Royston

1

11,167

10

12,163

15

ST ALBANS CITY & DISTRICT
43 Harpenden
North East

1

10,607

5

10,853

2

44 Harpenden
South West

1

10,956

8

11,064

4

45 St Albans Central

1

9,870

-2

10,678

1

46 St Albans East

1

9,720

-4

10,452

-1

47 St Albans North

1

10,167

0

10,689

1

48 St Albans Rural

1

9,396

-7

9,742

-8

49 St Albans South

1

10,547

4

10,719

1

50 St Stephen’s

1

10,542

4

10,666

1

51 Sandridge

1

8,781

-13

8,829

-17

52 The Colneys

1

9,203

-9

11,277

6

STEVENAGE BOROUGH
53 Bedwell

1

9,416

-7

9,418

-11

54 Broadwater

1

9,077

-10

9,153

-14

55 Chells

1

9,277

-8

9,583

-10

56 Old Stevenage

1

11,323

12

11,497

9

continued overleaf
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Figure 2 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for Hertfordshire
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1999)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2004)

Variance
from
average
%

57 St Nicholas

1

10,272

1

11,666

10

58 Shephall

1

9,395

-7

9,433

-11

THREE RIVERS DISTRICT
59 Abbots Langley

1

12,039

19

12,901

22

60 Chorleywood

1

9,583

-5

9,739

-8

61 Croxley

1

8,797

-13

9,611

-9

62 Oxhey Park

1

10,110

0

10,512

-1

63 Rickmansworth

1

11,964

18

12,270

16

64 South Oxhey

1

8,114

-20

8,278

-22

WATFORD BOROUGH
65 Callowland Leggatts

1

10,145

0

10,224

-3

66 Central Oxhey

1

9,664

-5

10,161

-4

67 Meriden Tudor

1

10,016

-1

10,066

-5

68 Nascot Park

1

10,022

-1

11,056

4

69 Vicarage Holywell

1

10,108

0

10,303

-3

70 Woodside Stanborough

1

10,237

1

10,510

-1

WELWYN HATFIELD DISTRICT

xvi

71 Haldens

1

10,139

0

10,589

0

72 Handside & Peartree

1

9,630

-5

9,923

-6

73 Hatfield North

1

10,666

5

11,497

9

74 Hatfield Rural

1

11,172

10

11,255

6

75 Hatfield South

1

10,229

1

10,372

-2

F O R
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Figure 2 (continued):

The Commission’s Final Recommendations for Hertfordshire
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1999)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2004)

Variance
from
average
%

76 Welwyn

1

11,452

13

11,660

10

77 Welwyn Garden
City South

1

8,756

-14

9,026

-15

Totals

77

779,443

-

815,438

-

Averages

-

10,123

-

10,590

-

Source: Electorate figures are based on material provided by Hertfordshire County Council.
Note: The electorate columns denote the number of electors represented by each councillor, as each division is represented by a
single councillor. The ‘variance from average’ column shows by 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. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1

This report contains our final recommendations
on the electoral arrangements for Hertfordshire
County Council. Our review of the county is part
of our programme of periodic electoral reviews
(PERs) of all 386 principal local authority areas in
England. Our programme started in 1996 and is
currently expected to be completed by 2004.

divisions. Current legislation requires that county
council electoral divisions should each return one
councillor. In addition, the statutory Rules set out
in the 1972 Act provide that each division should
be wholly contained within a single district and
that division boundaries should not split unwarded
parishes or parish wards.

2

In each two-tier county, our approach is first to
complete the PERs of all the constituent districts
and, when Orders for the resulting changes in those
areas have been made by the Secretary of State for
the Environment, Transport and the Regions, then
to commence a PER of the county council’s
electoral arrangements. The Secretary of State
made Orders for new electoral arrangements in the
districts in Hertfordshire (which we completed in
early 1998) in October 1998.

6

Our Approach to County Reviews

7

In undertaking all our PERs we must have
regard to:

3

●

●

the statutory criteria in section 13(5) of the
Local Government Act 1992, i.e. the need to:
(a)

reflect the identities and interests of local
communities; and

(b)

secure effective and convenient local
government;

the Rules to be Observed in Considering Electoral
Arrangements in Schedule 11 to the Local
Government Act 1972.

4 We also have regard to our Guidance and
Procedural Advice for Local Authorities and Other
Interested Parties (second edition published in
March 1998), which we supplemented in October
1998 on our approach to county reviews.

In considering the approach we should take to
county reviews we valued the responses to the
consultation we undertook in 1995 prior to the
start of our PER programme, and the more recent
discussions we have had with county council
officers and the Local Government Association. We
have also welcomed the opportunity to brief chief
officers and, on an all-party basis, members of
individual county councils, about our policies and
procedures.
In October 1998 we wrote to all county
councils setting out further advice on our approach
to county reviews which supplemented our March
1998 Guidance. First, as with all our reviews, we
wish wherever possible to build on schemes which
have been prepared locally on the basis of careful
and effective consultation. Local interests are
normally in a better position to judge what council
size and configuration is most likely to secure
effective and convenient local government in their
areas, while allowing proper reflection of the
identities and interests of local communities.
Second, the broad objective of PERs is then
to achieve, so far as practicable, equality of
representation across the county as a whole. For
example, we will continue to require justification
for schemes which would result in, or retain, an
electoral imbalance of over 10 per cent in any
division. Any imbalances of 20 per cent or more
should only arise in exceptional circumstances, and
will require strong justification.

8

Similarly, we will seek to ensure that the
number of county councillors representing each
district area within the county is commensurate
with the district’s proportion of the county’s
electorate.

9

We are required to make recommendations to
the Secretary of State on the number of councillors
who should serve on the County Council, and the
number, boundaries and names of electoral

5
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Third, 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. 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.

10

We recognise, however, that we are unlikely to
achieve optimum electoral equality and complete
coterminosity throughout a county area. Our
objective will be to achieve the best balance
between the two, 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.

11

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.

12

Fourth, we are not prescriptive on council size.
We start from the general assumption that the
existing council size already secures effective and
convenient local government in that county but we
are willing to look carefully at arguments why this
might not be so. 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 a county’s electorate should
automatically result in an increase in the number of
councillors, nor that changes should be made to the
size of a county council simply to make it more
consistent with the size of other counties.

13

Fifth, a further area of difference between
county and district reviews is that we recognise it
will not always be possible to avoid the creation of
some county divisions which contain diverse
communities, for example, combining urban and
rural areas. We have generally sought to avoid this
in district reviews, in order to reflect the identities

14
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and interests of local communities. Some of the
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 will continue under
our recommendations in seeking the best balance
between electoral equality, coterminosity and the
statutory criteria.
Finally, before we started our county reviews,
the Government published a White Paper, Modern
Local Government – In Touch with the People, in
July 1998, setting out legislative proposals for
local authority electoral arrangements. The
Government’s proposals provided for elections by
halves in alternate years for all two-tier authorities.
This would mean that district and county councils
would each move to a cycle of elections by halves,
with elections for district councils and county
councils taking place in alternate years. The White
Paper also refers to local accountability being
maximised where the whole electorate in a council’s
area is involved in elections each time they take
place, thereby pointing to a pattern of two-member
divisions in county councils to reflect a system of
elections by halves.

15

In October 1998, we wrote to all local
authorities, setting out our understanding of the
White Paper proposals, following discussions with
the Department of the Environment, Transport
and the Regions, the Local Government
Association and the Association of London
Government. In brief, we will continue to operate
on the basis of existing legislation, and our present
Guidance, until such time as the legislation
changes. We have power only to recommend
single-member divisions in county council areas.

16

As 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. Furthermore, this is now a power
that is open to district and unitary councils. We
therefore only expect to put forward such
recommendations during county reviews on an
exceptional basis. In any event, we are not able to
review the administrative boundaries between
local authorities or parishes, or consider the
establishment of new parish areas as part of
this review.

17
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The Review of Hertfordshire
We completed the reviews of the 10 district
council areas in Hertfordshire in February 1998,
and the Secretary of State has since made the
Orders for the new electoral arrangements. This is
our first review of the electoral arrangements of
Hertfordshire County Council. The last such
review was undertaken by our predecessor, the
Local Government Boundary Commission
(LGBC), which reported to the Secretary of State
in July 1980 (Report No. 390).

18

reconsidered our draft recommendations in the
light of the Stage Three consultation and now
publish our final recommendations.

Stage One of this review began on 3 November
1998, when we wrote to Hertfordshire County
Council inviting proposals for future electoral
arrangements. We also notified the 10 district
councils in the county, the Hertfordshire Police
Authority, the local authority associations, the
Hertfordshire Association of Local Councils,
parish and town councils in the county, Members
of Parliament and the Members of the European
Parliament with constituency interests in the
county, and the headquarters of the main political
parties. We placed a notice in the local press, issued
a press release and invited the County Council to
publicise the review further. The closing date for
receipt of representations, the end of Stage One,
was 8 February 1999. At Stage Two we considered
all the representations received during Stage One
and prepared our draft recommendations.

19

The County Council requested an extension to
Stage One of the review to 8 March 1999 in order
to enable the Council to provide electorates based
on the 1999 electoral register and to provide
forecast electorate figures for 2004, and for these
figures to be taken into account by those making
submissions. We recognised that the 1999 electoral
register was the first register compiled on the basis
of the new wards, and that it was important for
those making submissions to have the most
accurate information available. On this basis we
agreed to extend Stage One to 8 March 1999. At
Stage Two we considered all the representations
received during Stage One and prepared our draft
recommendations.

20

Stage Three began on 25 May 1999 with the
publication of our report, Draft Recommendations
on the Future Electoral Arrangements for
Hertfordshire County Council, and ended on 19 July
1999. Comments were sought on our preliminary
conclusions. Finally, during Stage Four we

21
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2. CURRENT ELECTORAL
ARRANGEMENTS
The county of Hertfordshire comprises the
10 districts of Broxbourne, Dacorum, East
Hertfordshire, Hertsmere, North Hertfordshire, St
Albans, Stevenage, Three Rivers, Watford and
Welwyn Hatfield. With a population of
approximately 975,000 (mid-1998), covering
163,601 hectares, the county has a population
density of six persons per hectare. The county
borders Essex to the east, Bedfordshire and
Buckinghamshire to the west, Cambridgeshire to
the north and Greater London to the south.

22

This review commenced on 3 November 1998,
with Stage One due to be completed by 8 February
1999. After consultation with representatives of
Hertfordshire County Council and the district
councils, it was considered that with the
compilation of the districts’ February 1999
electoral registers almost complete, it would be
more appropriate for the review to be undertaken
on the basis of those most recent registers, rather
than those published in February 1998. This would
enable all interested parties to the review to base
their proposals on the most up to date electoral
data. On this basis, we agreed to the use of the
1999 electoral data, and that all respondents should
have an additional period, until 8 March 1999, in
which to submit their proposals.

23

All proposals received by the Commission for
changes to County Council electoral arrangements
were therefore based on the 1999 electoral
registers. However, because of the change to
district council warding patterns, the County
Council found it impracticable to provide
respondents and the Commission with details of its
existing electoral arrangements in terms of the
1999 registers, and these are therefore based upon
the 1998 electoral register.

24

The electorate of the county is 779,443
(February 1999). The Council presently has 77
members, with one member elected from each
division (Figure 4). Since the last review of the
County Council’s electoral arrangements there has
been an increase in the electorate in Hertfordshire,
with around 6 per cent more electors than two
decades ago.

26

At present, each councillor represents an
average of 10,123 electors, which the County
Council forecasts will increase marginally to
10,590 by the year 2004 if the present number of
councillors is maintained. However, due to
demographic and other changes over the past two
decades, the number of electors in 33 of the 77
divisions varies by more than 10 per cent from the
county average and in nine divisions by more than
20 per cent. The worst imbalance is in Bishop’s
Stortford Thorley division, in East Hertfordshire
District, where the councillor represents 31 per
cent more electors than the county average.

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 Hertfordshire, 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 the new
district wards and changes in the electorate over the
past 20 years which have resulted in electoral
imbalances across the county, changes to most, if
not all, of the existing county electoral divisions are
inevitable.

28

In considering county council electoral
arrangements, we have regard to the boundaries of
district 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.

29

To compare levels of electoral inequality
between divisions, we calculated the extent to
which the number of electors represented by the
councillor for each division varies from the county
average in percentage terms. In the text which
follows this calculation may also be described using
the shorthand term ‘electoral variance’.

25
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Figure 3:

Existing Electoral Arrangements
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1998)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2003)

Variance
from
average
%

BROXBOURNE BOROUGH
1 Cheshunt Central

1

9,235

-8

9,404

-11

2 Cheshunt North

1

10,180

1

10,603

0

3 Cheshunt West

1

12,117

20

14,325

35

4 Hoddesdon North

1

10,072

0

10,745

2

5 Hoddesdon South

1

11,021

9

11,530

9

6 Waltham Cross

1

11,691

16

12,105

14

DACORUM BOROUGH
7 Berkhamsted

1

12,685

26

13,637

29

8 Bridgewater

1

8,355

-17

8,512

-20

9 Hemel Hempstead East

1

9,188

-9

9,246

-13

10 Hemel Hempstead
North East

1

10,648

6

10,663

1

11 Hemel Hempstead
North West

1

10,874

8

11,117

5

12 Hemel Hempstead
St Paul’s

1

8,849

-12

8,981

-15

13 Hemel Hempstead
South East

1

11,333

12

12,083

14

14 Hemel Hempstead
Town

1

12,008

19

12,298

16

15 Kings Langley

1

9,103

-10

9,209

-13

16 Tring

1

11,913

18

12,167

15

EAST HERTFORDSHIRE DISTRICT

6

17 All Saints

1

10,094

0

10,833

2

18 Bishop’s Stortford
Central Parsonage

1

11,450

14

12,781

21

19 Bishop’s Stortford
Chantry Thorley

1

13,159

31

14,845

40
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Figure 3 (continued):

Existing Electoral Arrangements
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1998)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2003)

Variance
from
average
%

20 Braughing

1

9,952

-1

10,112

-4

21 Hertford Rural

1

11,086

10

11,367

7

22 St Andrew’s

1

8,510

-16

8,757

-17

23 Sawbridgeworth

1

10,831

7

11,206

6

24 Ware North

1

10,365

3

10,624

0

25 Ware South

1

10,994

9

11,629

10

HERTSMERE BOROUGH
26 Bushey Heath

1

8,017

-20

8,142

-23

27 Bushey North

1

10,121

0

11,552

9

28 Elstree

1

11,386

13

11,879

12

29 Lyndhurst

1

10,611

5

10,766

2

30 Potters Bar North East

1

7,976

-21

8,187

-23

31 Potters Bar South West

1

9,316

-8

9,391

-11

32 Watling

1

12,006

19

12,865

22

NORTH HERTFORDSHIRE DISTRICT
33 Hitchin North East

1

10,903

8

11,451

8

34 Hitchin South

1

8,022

-20

8,379

-21

35 Knebworth & Codicote

1

9,168

-9

9,386

-11

36 Letchworth East
& Baldock

1

12,384

23

12,700

20

37 Letchworth North West

1

9,665

-4

9,703

-8

38 Letchworth South

1

10,946

9

11,168

6

39 North Herts Rural

1

8,373

-17

12,249

16

40 Offa

1

9,072

-10

9,306

-12

41 Royston

1

10,996

9

12,094

14
continued overleaf
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Figure 3 (continued):

Existing Electoral Arrangements
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1998)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2003)

Variance
from
average
%

ST ALBANS CITY & DISTRICT
42 Harpenden
North East

1

10,928

8

11,190

6

43 Harpenden
South West

1

10,749

7

10,867

3

44 St Albans Central

1

9,577

-5

10,404

-2

45 St Albans East

1

10,132

0

10,937

3

46 St Albans North

1

10,173

1

10,958

4

47 St Albans Rural

1

9,393

-7

9,761

-8

48 St Albans South

1

10,490

4

10,735

1

49 St Stephen’s

1

10,666

6

10,834

2

50 Sandridge

1

8,782

-13

8,896

-16

51 The Colneys

1

9,106

-10

11,076

5

STEVENAGE BOROUGH
52 Bedwell

1

8,320

-17

8,325

-21

53 Broadwater

1

8,957

-11

9,088

-14

54 Chells

1

7,596

-25

7,621

-28

55 Old Stevenage

1

11,602

15

12,401

17

56 St Nicholas

1

13,092

30

14,353

36

57 Shephall

1

9,381

-7

9,489

-10

THREE RIVERS DISTRICT

8

58 Abbots Langley

1

12,953

28

14,023

32

59 Chorleywood

1

10,400

3

10,575

0

60 Croxley

1

8,378

-17

9,207

-13

61 Oxhey Park

1

9,491

-6

9,768

-8

62 Rickmansworth

1

10,989

9

11,392

8
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Figure 3 (continued):

Existing Electoral Arrangements
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1998)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2003)

Variance
from
average
%

1

8,636

-14

8,887

-16

63 South Oxhey

WATFORD BOROUGH
64 Callowland Leggatts

1

8,435

-16

8,525

-19

65 Central Oxhey

1

10,207

1

10,734

1

66 Meriden Tudor

1

10,590

5

10,643

1

67 Nascot Park

1

9,577

-5

10,555

0

68 Vicarage Holywell

1

10,866

8

11,128

5

69 Woodside Stanborough

1

10,103

0

10,377

-2

WELWYN HATFIELD DISTRICT
70 Haldens

1

10,225

1

10,608

0

71 Hatfield East

1

7,450

-26

7,578

-28

72 Hatfield North

1

8,221

-18

8,874

-16

73 Hatfield South

1

7,484

-26

7,587

-28

74 North Mymms

1

9,043

-10

9,142

-14

75 Welwyn

1

9,481

-6

9,718

-8

76 Welwyn Garden
City South

1

8,568

-15

8,857

-16

77 Welwyn Garden
City West

1

11,643

15

11,963

13

Totals

77

776,359

-

815,073

-

Averages

-

10,083

-

10,585

-

Source: Electorate figures are based on Hertfordshire County Council’s submission.
Note: Each division is represented by a single councillor, hence the electorate columns denote the number of electors represented
by each councillor. The ‘variance from average’ column shows by 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 1998, electors in Bishop’s Stortford Chantry Thorley division in East Hertfordshire
district were relatively under-represented by 31 per cent, while electors in Hitchin South division in North Hertfordshire
district were significantly over-represented by 20 per cent. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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3. DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS

Stage One we received 37
30 During
representations, including county-wide schemes from
the County Conservative and Labour Groups and a
Liberal Democrat proposal covering four district
areas. In the light of these representations and the
evidence available to us, we reached preliminary
conclusions which were set out in our report,
Draft Recommendations on the Future Electoral
Arrangements for Hertfordshire County Council.
31 Our draft recommendations were based on a
mixture of all three schemes and our own
modifications, which we considered achieved the best
possible balance between electoral equality, the
statutory criteria and coterminosity. We proposed that:
(a)

Hertfordshire County Council should be served
by 77 councillors;

(b)

there should be 77 electoral divisions, involving
changes to the boundaries of all but 10 of the
existing divisions.

Draft Recommendation
Hertfordshire County Council should
comprise 77 councillors serving the same
number of divisions.
32 Our proposals would have resulted in significant
improvements in electoral equality, with the number
of electors per councillor in 59 of the 77 electoral
divisions varying by no more than 10 per cent from
the county average. This improved level of electoral
equality was forecast to continue, with 56 of the
divisions expected to vary by no more than 10 per
cent from the county average in 2004.
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4. RESPONSES TO CONSULTATION

During the consultation on our draft
recommendations report, we received 238
representations, including submissions from the
Conservative, Labour and Liberal Democrat groups
on the County Council. All representations may be
inspected at the offices of the County Council and the
Commission by appointment. A list of respondents is
available on request from the Commission.

33

Hertfordshire County
Council Conservative Group
Hertfordshire County Council Conservative
Group (‘the Conservative Group’) recognised that
“conscientious application of the statutory criteria by
the Commission and those making representations
can lead to different solutions to some difficult issues”.
However, they considered that the Commission
should not necessarily strive to provide coterminosity
with district wards as sometimes the new wards do not
reflect communities or combine a number of
communities. In this light, the Conservative Group
were content to accept the recommendations as
reasonable subject to modifications in five districts.

34

In Three Rivers District, the Conservative
Group opposed the division of Rickmansworth
between divisions and combining Carpenders Park
ward with the South Oxhey area in a revised South
Oxhey division. They also proposed that
Langleybury ward be divided with only part being
combined with Chorleywood and Sarratt. In
Dacorum borough, the Conservative Group
proposed alternative arrangements for Berkhamsted
and Bridgewater divisions. In Hertsmere borough,
they proposed alternative arrangements for the
Potters Bar area; in North Hertfordshire, they
proposed alternative arrangements for the rural area
to the south and west of Hitchin; and in Welwyn
Hatfield district, they proposed alternative
arrangements for the Welwyn Garden City area.

35

Hertfordshire County Council
Labour Party and Group
The County Labour Party and Group (‘the
Labour Group’) supported our draft recommendation
36
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for 77 divisions, and stated that while the Commission
had “placed greater emphasis than we did on the
benefits to effective local government of keeping
district wards united ... we accept your conclusions on
this”. The Labour Group supported our draft
recommendations in relation to Dacorum, Hertsmere,
North Hertfordshire, Stevenage and Watford in their
entirety. However, they proposed amendments to
the remaining five districts.
In Broxbourne borough, they proposed a
complete re-configuration of divisions which
would result in Cheshunt Central ward being
divided between divisions. In East Hertfordshire,
while supporting our draft recommendations for
Bishop’s Stortford, Hertford and the north-east of
the district, they proposed alternative arrangements
for Ware, Stanstead Abbots and the rural area in the
south. In St Albans, the Labour Group reiterated
their view that Colney Heath ward should be
divided between divisions. They broadly supported
our draft recommendations for Three Rivers
district, but proposed amendments for South Oxhey
and Oxhey Park divisions. In Welwyn Hatfield,
while they accepted the our recommendations in
relation to the Welwyn and Welwyn Garden City
areas, they argued that in the remainder of the
district our proposed divisions “do not match
community links” and suggested alternative
proposals.

37

Hertfordshire County Council
Liberal Democrat Group
The Hertfordshire Group of Liberal Democrat
County Councillors and the Hertfordshire
Organisation of Liberal Democrats (‘the
Liberal Democrat Group’) accepted our draft
recommendations. They stated that “for the most
part the provisional recommendations of the
Commission achieved a reasonable equalisation of
electoral divisions while preserving natural
communities”. They specifically expressed support
for our draft recommendations for Hertsmere
borough and the proposed Berkhamsted division
which they supported as “the simplest and least
disruptive way” of achieving electoral equality in
that area.

38
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District and Borough
Councils
We received submissions from six district or
borough councils in the county. Broxbourne,
Stevenage and Watford Borough Councils all
supported our draft recommendations in relation
to their respective boroughs. North Hertfordshire
District Council stated that it wished to make no
representation. Welwyn Hatfield District Council
supported our draft recommendations in relation
to Hatfield and the south of the borough, but
opposed the proposals in relation to the north of
the borough. They proposed a re-configuration of
divisions in the north, with part of Haldens ward
(rather than part of Sherrards ward) being
combined with Welwyn.

39

Dacorum Borough Council supported our draft
recommendation for Tring, but objected to our
proposed Berkhamsted and Kings Langley
divisions. In relation to Kings Langley, they argued
that the Felden and Bourne End areas should form
a division with part of Hemel Hempstead town.
They also objected to the use of the prefix ‘Hemel’
as opposed to ‘Hemel Hempstead’ in division names.

40

Parish and Town Councils
We received representations from 17 parish
councils and six town councils. In Dacorum

41
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particularly objected to our proposed Berkhamsted
and Kings Langley divisions in Dacorum borough.

Other Representations
We also received representations from 19 local
political groups, two Chambers of Commerce, four
local residents’ associations and 181 local residents.
While we received representations commenting on
our draft recommendations for all districts except
Stevenage and Watford boroughs, the majority of
submissions received were in relation to Dacorum
borough and Three Rivers district. In Dacorum,
the majority of submissions focused on our
recommendation to divide Berkhamsted between
divisions and the inclusion of Felden & Bourne
End within a revised Kings Langley division. In
Three Rivers, while issues were raised concerning
each area of the district, most submissions related
to our draft recommendation to divide
Rickmansworth between divisions.
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5. ANALYSIS AND FINAL
RECOMMENDATIONS
As with our reviews of districts, our prime
objective in considering the most appropriate
electoral arrangements for Hertfordshire County
Council is to achieve electoral equality. In doing so
we have had regard to the statutory criteria set out
in the Local Government Act 1992 – the need to
secure effective and convenient local government,
and reflect the interests and identities of local
communities – and Schedule 11 to the Local
Government Act 1972, which refers to the number
of electors being “as nearly as may be, the same in
every division of the county”.
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In relation to Schedule 11, our recommendations
are not intended to be based solely on existing
electorate figures, but also on assumptions as to
changes in the number and distribution of local
government electors likely to take place within the
ensuing five years. We must have regard to the
desirability of fixing identifiable boundaries and to
maintaining local ties which might otherwise be
broken, and to the boundaries of district wards.

We therefore recommend that, in formulating
electoral schemes, local authorities and other
interested parties should start from the standpoint
of electoral equality, and then make adjustments to
reflect relevant factors such as the boundaries of
district wards and community identity. Regard
must also be had to five-year forecasts of changes in
electorates. We will require justification for
schemes which result in, or retain, an imbalance of
over 10 per cent in any division. Any imbalances of
20 per cent and over should arise only in
exceptional circumstances and will require strong
justification.
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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
and coterminosity. We will also seek to ensure that
the number of county councillors representing each
district council area within the county is
commensurate with the district’s proportion of the
county’s electorate.
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It is impractical to design an electoral scheme
which provides for exactly the same number of
electors in every division of a county. 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.
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53 Our Guidance states that we accept that the
achievement of absolute electoral equality for the
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. However, we consider
that, if electoral imbalances are to be kept to the
minimum, the objective of electoral equality should
be the starting point in any review.
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Electorate Forecasts
At Stage One, the County Council submitted
electorate forecasts for the year 2004, projecting a
marginal increase in the electorate of just under 5
per cent from 779,443 to 815,439 over the fiveyear period from 1999 to 2004. It projected
that the most significant growth would occur i
n the Goffs Oak, Bishop’s Stortford, Bushey,
London Colney, Colney Heath and north
Stevenage (and Graveley parish) areas. The County
Council estimated rates and locations of housing
development with regard to structure and local
plans, the expected rate of building over the fiveyear period and assumed occupancy rates. Advice
from the County Council on the likely effect on
electorates of changes to division boundaries has
been obtained.
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Stevenage Borough Council prepared its own
electorate forecasts for Stevenage Borough, which
differed slightly from those produced by the
County Council. The main difference between the
two forecasts was that, due to the different times
of the year when the figures were produced,
slightly different information concerning future
developments was available. We did not consider
that the degree of difference was significant, and
used the forecasts produced by the County Council
for the sake of consistency.
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In our draft recommendations report we
accepted that this is an inexact science and, having
given consideration to forecast electorates, we were
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satisfied that they represented the best estimates
that could be made at the time. We received no
comments on the Council’s electorate forecasts
during Stage Three, and remain satisfied that they
represent the best estimates presently available.

Council Size
As explained earlier in this report, the
Commission’s starting point is to assume that the
current council size facilities convenient and
effective local government, although we are willing
to carefully look at arguments why this might not
be the case.
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Hertfordshire County Council is currently
served by 77 members. At Stage One,
Hertfordshire County Council stated its support
for the retention of a council size of 77 for which,
it stated, there was unanimous support among
political groups. This view was supported by both
the Labour and Conservative Groups’ submissions,
which also proposed a council of 77 members.
Under both of the borough-wide proposals, East
Hertfordshire district would gain a councillor,
while the level of representation in Welwyn
Hatfield district would be reduced by one.
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In our draft recommendations report we
considered the size and distribution of the
electorate, the geography and other characteristics
of the area, together with the representations
received. We concluded that the achievement of
electoral equality, the statutory criteria and
coterminosity would best be met by a council size
of 77 members. We have not received evidence
during Stage Three to persuade us to move away
from this view. We have therefore decided to
confirm our draft recommendations for a council
size of 77 as final.
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Hertfordshire should be increased by one, to 10,
while the number of county councillors
representing Welwyn Hatfield district should be
reduced by one, to seven. As indicated in our
supplementary Guidance, we are clear that the
number of county councillors representing each
district of borough area should be commensurate
with its proportion of the county’s electorate.
Accordingly, we noted that the number of
councillors for East Hertfordshire and Welwyn
Hatfield districts should be amended as proposed.
In our draft recommendations report, we
acknowledged the difficulties faced in seeking to
address the present levels of electoral inequality in
Hertfordshire, and recognised the positive
approach taken by all concerned in submitting
proposals. We sought to build on the proposals we
had received in order to put forward electoral
arrangements which would achieve further
improvements in equality of representation
throughout the county, better reflect the interests
and identities of communities in the county, and
result in a greater level of coterminosity between
the boundaries of divisions and wards.
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We have reviewed our draft recommendations
in the light of further evidence and the
representations received during Stage Three.
Having taken all relevant factors into account,
we are substantially confirming our draft
recommendations. However, we propose
modifications to ward boundaries and names in
some areas to reflect views made to us. Our final
recommendations would involve further warding
of one parish, Abbots Langley in Three Rivers
district, in order to meet the requirements of
Schedule 11 to the 1972 Act, and this parishing
proposal is detailed at the end of this chapter.
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For the purposes of county electoral divisions,
the 10 district areas in Hertfordshire are considered
in turn, as follows:
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Electoral Arrangements
As set out in our draft recommendations report,
we carefully considered all the representations
received at Stage One, including the county-wide
scheme from the County Council’s Conservative and
Labour Groups. From these representations, some
considerations emerged which helped to inform us
when preparing our draft recommendations.
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At Stage One, there was consensus that the
council size remain at 77, and we concurred with
this view. We also agreed that the number of county
councillors representing the district of East
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(a)

Broxbourne borough;

(b)

Dacorum borough;

(c)

East Hertfordshire district;

(d)

Hertsmere borough;

(e)

North Hertfordshire district;

(f)

St Albans city & district;

(g)

Stevenage borough;

(h)

Three Rivers district;
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(i)

Watford borough;

(j)

Welwyn Hatfield district.

Details of our draft recommendations are set
out in Figures 1 and 2, and illustrated in Appendix
A and on the large map at the back of this report.
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Broxbourne borough
Under the current arrangements, the borough
of Broxbourne is represented by six county
councillors serving the county divisions of
Cheshunt Central, Cheshunt North, Cheshunt
West, Hoddesdon North, Hoddesdon South and
Waltham Cross. While Cheshunt Central,
Cheshunt North, Hoddesdon North and
Hoddesdon South have variances of less than 10
per cent from the county average, Cheshunt West
and Waltham Cross currently contain 20 per cent
and 16 per cent more electors than the county
average respectively (35 per cent and 14 per cent
more by 2003). As a result of the periodic electoral
review of the borough, only one of the six divisions
is now coterminous with borough wards.
At Stage One, there was agreement between the
County Council Conservative and Labour Groups
that Broxbourne borough should continue to
return six county councillors. However, different
proposals for a divisional pattern were put to us.
The Conservatives proposed a scheme under which
four of the six divisions would be coterminous with
Borough Council wards. In the north of the
borough, the Conservatives proposed a pattern of
divisions which essentially maintained the existing
arrangements. Under their proposal, Hoddesdon
North and Rye Park borough wards would
combine to form an unchanged Hoddesdon North
division, and Hoddesdon Town and Broxbourne
borough wards would combine to form
Hoddesdon South division. In the south-east of the
borough, the Conservatives proposed that
Cheshunt Central and Cheshunt North wards
combine to form Cheshunt Central division, and
that Theobalds and Waltham Cross wards combine
to form Waltham Cross division. In the west of the
borough, the Conservatives proposed dividing
Rosedale ward between two county divisions. The
northern part of Rosedale ward would be
combined with Flamstead End and Wormley &
Turnford wards to form Cheshunt North division,
while the remaining area would be combined with
Goffs Oak and Bury Green wards to form
Cheshunt West division. The resulting Cheshunt
North and Cheshunt West divisions would
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The Labour Group agreed with the
Conservatives in relation to the two divisions in
Hoddesdon, combining Rye Park and Hoddesdon
North, and Broxbourne and Hoddesdon Town.
However, it proposed that the latter division be
named Hoddesdon Town rather than Hoddesdon
South. In relation to the west of the borough, the
Labour Group proposed dividing Goffs Oak and
Cheshunt Central wards rather than Rosedale
ward. Under the Labour Group’s proposal, the
northern part of Goffs Oak ward would be
combined with Flamstead End and Rosedale wards
to form a new Rosedale division. The remaining
part of Goffs Oak ward would be combined with
Bury Green ward and part of Cheshunt Central
ward to form a new Cheshunt Central division.
Waltham Cross division would remain unchanged,
and Wormley & Turnford and Cheshunt North
wards would be combined to form a new
Broxbourne division. Under the proposals, no
division would have a variance in excess of 16 per
cent now and 14 per cent by 2004.
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currently contain 28 per cent and 20 per cent more
electors than the county average respectively (and
26 per cent and 20 per cent more by 2004). The
other four proposed divisions would have variances
of no more than 9 per cent from the county average
(and 6 per cent by 2004).

On the basis of a council size of 77, the correct
level of representation for Broxbourne is between
six and seven county councillors. Both the
Conservative and Labour Groups provided
schemes which would give the borough six
councillors which, when rounded, is the correct
level of representation for the borough. The
borough is, however, divided into 13 wards which,
combined, do not easily form six county divisions.
We recognised, therefore, that in order to reach a
reasonable level of electoral equality, it was
necessary to move away from coterminosity in one
or more areas in the borough. We also noted that
there was some disagreement between the
submissions as to where this departure should take
place. We were not persuaded to put forward either
of the proposals made to us at Stage One. We
considered that the Conservatives’ proposals, while
maintaining a high level of coterminosity, would
lead to significant levels of electoral inequality in
two divisions by 2004. They would divide the
community of Rosedale and would combine part
with the growing area of Goffs Oak, with which we
consider it has little affinity. The Labour proposals,
while providing better electoral equality, would
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have led to only three divisions being coterminous
with borough wards and would not, in our view,
best reflect community ties in the borough.
Our approach in this area was to seek to achieve
a balance between the need for electoral equality,
our desire to maximise coterminosity and reflect
community ties. We considered that the best
balance could be achieved by dividing Wormley &
Turnford ward between county divisions. By
dividing this ward, four of the six divisions would
be coterminous with borough wards. The ward
itself, while continuously urban in nature, does
comprise two settlements, Wormley and Turnford,
which could broadly be reflected in new warding
arrangements. We proposed that the northern part
of the ward, Wormley, be combined with
Hoddesdon Town and Broxbourne wards in a new
Hoddesdon South division, and that the southern
part, Turnford, should be combined with
Flamstead End and Rosedale wards in a new
Flamstead End & Turnford division. In order to
minimise electoral inequality in the two divisions,
we proposed departing from the current polling
district boundary. However, we considered that the
proposed boundary to the rear of Pembroke Close
and Westlea Road and the centre of Wharf Road was
a clear identifiable boundary that would reflect
community ties reasonably well. While both of these
divisions would contain a relatively high number of
electors compared to the county average (19 and 22
per cent more than average currently, and 18 and 21
per cent more in 2004), we believed that this was
necessary in order to maintain a higher level of
coterminosity while also adhering to the statutory
criteria, and put these divisions forward as part of
our draft recommendations. In the rest of the
borough, we proposed putting forward the
Conservatives’ proposed Cheshunt Central and
Waltham Cross divisions. In the north, we proposed
retaining the current Hoddesdon North division and
in the west, we proposed that Goffs Oak and Bury
Green wards be combined to form a new Goffs Oak
& Bury Green division. The remaining four
divisions would have variances of no more than 9
per cent now, and 7 per cent by 2004.
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At Stage Three, the County Conservative and
Liberal Democrat Groups, Broxbourne Borough
Council, Broxbourne Parliamentary Conservative
Association and Goffs Oak Community Association
supported our draft recommendations for Broxbourne
borough in their entirety. Cheshunt Central, Goffs
Oak and Bury Green Conservative Associations also
supported our draft recommendations in relation to
72
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their own areas. Goffs Oak Community Association
opposed the Labour Group’s initial proposal to divide
the ward between divisions and supported the
recommendation to combine Goffs Oak and Bury
Green wards in a county division arguing that the two
areas are similar in character. Two local residents
supported our proposal to divide Wormley &
Turnford ward between Hoddesdon South and
Flamstead End & Turnford county divisions, arguing
that residents in the north of the ward have a far
greater sense of community with Broxbourne town
than with the areas to the south.
Broxbourne Constituency Labour Party and
Hertfordshire County Labour Group suggested
revised proposals for the borough. Broxbourne
Constituency Labour Party argued that Cheshunt
Central ward should be divided between divisions
rather than Wormley & Turnford ward and that
their proposals would combine the Russells Ride
Estate with Theobalds ward of which it used form
part. Furthermore, they argued that Wormley &
Turnford ward has no affinity with Flamstead End
and is separated from it by the A10 and fields. They
also contended that Goffs Oak and Bury Green are
divided by a bypass and fields, and that part of the
Rosedale estate already forms part of Bury Green
ward. They proposed a revised Cheshunt Central
division comprising Rosedale and Bury Green wards
together with the northern part of Cheshunt Central
ward; and a revised Waltham Cross division
comprising Waltham Cross and Theobalds wards
with the remainder of Cheshunt Central ward. Their
proposed Cheshunt West division would comprise
Goffs Oak and Flamstead End wards; and Cheshunt
North division would combine Wormley &
Turnford and Cheshunt North wards. The
remainder of the borough would remain largely
unchanged. Under the proposals, no division would
have a variances in excess of 21 per cent from the
average now, and 16 per cent by 2004.
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We have given further consideration to our
draft recommendations in the light of submissions
received at Stage Three. We recognise that the
particular configuration of wards in this area does
provide us with some difficulty in achieving
reasonable electoral equality and reflecting the
statutory criteria. However, we continue to
consider that our draft recommendations provide
the best balance between electoral equality and the
statutory criteria in this area. We note that our draft
recommendations have received a degree of
local support, and note in particular the support
received for combining Goffs Oak and Bury Green
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wards and the Wormley area with the area to its
north. We have not been persuaded that dividing
Cheshunt Central ward would facilitate a better
scheme for the area, with both borough-wide
schemes combining areas either side of the A10
trunk road. These proposals are detailed in Figures
1 and 2, and illustrated in Map A5 in Appendix A
and in the large map at the back of the report.

Dacorum borough
Under the current arrangements, Dacorum
borough is represented by 10 county councillors
serving the divisions of Berkhamsted, Bridgewater,
Hemel Hempstead East, Hemel Hempstead North
East, Hemel Hempstead North West, Hemel
Hempstead St Paul’s, Hemel Hempstead South East,
Hemel Hempstead Town, Kings Langley and Tring.
There is a high degree of electoral imbalance in these
divisions, with only two of the 10 divisions forecast
to have variances of less than 10 per cent from the
county average by 2004. Berkhamsted division, on
the current boundaries, is predicted to contain 30 per
cent more electors than the county average by 2004.
Overall, in relation to the size of the electorate in the
rest of the county, Dacorum borough has the correct
level of representation on the County Council. Only
three divisions are coterminous with the current
borough ward boundaries.
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At Stage One, there was agreement between the
County Council Conservative and Labour Groups
and Dacorum Borough Council that Dacorum
borough should continue to return 10 county
councillors. However, different proposals for a
divisional pattern were put to us. The Conservative
Group proposed changing the boundaries of all the
current county divisions. In the west of the
borough, they proposed transferring Wigginton
parish from Tring electoral division and part of
Berkhamsted West ward (polling district KAA) to
an enlarged Bridgewater division. The remainder
of Berkhamsted West ward would continue to be
combined with the rest of the town in a revised
Berkhamsted division. In the south of the borough,
the Conservative Group proposed that the current
Kings Langley division should be retained, but
with the addition of Nash Mills ward. As a result,
the current Bovingdon, Flaunden & Chipperfield
ward would be divided between county divisions.
The unparished part of the ward (Felden and
Bourne End) would be combined with Boxmoor
ward, Hemel Central ward and part of Apsley ward
to form a revised Hemel Hempstead Town
division. The remaining part of the ward
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(Bovingdon, Flaunden and Chipperfield parishes)
would form part of Kings Langley division. The
remainder of Apsley ward would join with
Bennetts End and Corner Hall wards to form
Hemel Hempstead South East division. The
remaining divisions largely reflected the existing
pattern, but with adjustments to reflect the new
borough wards. Under these proposals, Chaulden &
Shrubhill, Gadebridge and Warners End wards
would be combined to form Hemel Hempstead
North West division; Grove Hill and Woodhall wards
would together form Hemel Hempstead North East
division; Adeyfield East and Leverstock Green wards
would form Hemel Hempstead East division; and
Adeyfield West and Highfield & St Paul’s wards
would form Hemel Hempstead St Paul’s division.
These proposals would provide two divisions with a
variance in excess of 10 per cent currently, and three
by 2004. They were also supported by South West
Hertfordshire Conservative Association and the
Hemel Hempstead Conservative Association.
The County Council’s Labour Group proposed
a pattern of divisions which would ensure
complete coterminosity between borough wards
and county divisions. They agreed with the
Conservatives’ proposals for four divisions: Hemel
Hempstead East, Hemel Hempstead North East,
Hemel Hempstead North West and Hemel
Hempstead St Paul’s, subject to a minor
modification to division names (using ‘Hemel’
instead of ‘Hemel Hempstead’). The Labour
Group proposed that the whole of Apsley ward
join with Boxmoor and Hemel Hempstead
Central wards in Hemel Town division. Nash Mills
ward would be placed in Hemel South East
division with Bennetts End and Corner Hall
wards, while the whole of Bovingdon, Flaunden &
Chipperfield ward would join with Kings Langley
wards to form Kings Langley division. They
argued that, in the terms of community of interest
and local ties, the current Berkhamsted division
should remain unchanged so that the whole of the
town is represented by one county councillor. In
the north of the borough, the Labour Group
proposed that Tring Central, Tring East and Tring
West wards be combined to form a revised Tring
division, and that Aldbury & Wigginton,
Ashridge, Northchurch and Watling wards form a
revised Bridgewater division. Under these
proposals, Berkhamsted division would have 26
per cent more electors per councillor than average
(and 30 per cent more by 2004). The remaining
nine divisions would have variances of no more
than 13 per cent either now or in 2004.
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Dacorum Borough Council proposed that, with
the exception of Bridgewater and Tring, all
electoral divisions in the borough should remain
unchanged other than to reflect the new ward
boundaries. They also argued that any attempt to
divide the town of Berkhamsted between electoral
divisions would be unacceptable. In relation to the
divisions of Tring and Bridgewater, the Council
expressed the view of the majority of its members
that the ward of Aldbury & Wigginton should, in
the interests of electoral equality, be transferred
into Bridgewater division, but expressed concern
that such a change would increase the size of
Bridgewater division. However, Tring Town
Council and Wigginton Parish Council argued for
no change to Tring electoral division.
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Nash Mills Parish Council requested that they
be combined with the parishes of Kings Langley,
Bovingdon, Flaunden & Chipperfield in an new
county division. Northchurch Parish Council
argued that it should have a county councillor for
the whole of Northchurch, rather than sharing one
with rural areas, such as Gaddesden. Flamstead
Parish Council expressed concern that the number
of electors should not be the sole criteria, and a
resident of Little Gaddesden argued that rural areas
should maintain separate representation.
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We noted that there was agreement between the
submissions that Dacorum borough should
continue to return 10 county councillors, and as to
the most appropriate arrangements for four of the
10 divisions in the south of the borough, the
divisions of Hemel Hempstead East, North East,
North West and St Paul’s, and we were content to
put these forward as part of our draft
recommendations. In the Hemel Hempstead area,
while both schemes achieved a reasonable level of
electoral equality, we noted that the proposal
advocated by the Conservative Group departed
from coterminosity with borough wards in two
divisions. We were not persuaded that Nash Mills
has a greater affinity with the rural areas to its west
than the neighbouring areas of Hemel Hempstead.
In addition, we were concerned that dividing
Apsley would not best reflect community ties in
the area. Apsley is a distinctive community within
the town which we considered should not be
divided. For these reasons, we decided to base our
draft recommendations on the Labour Group’s
proposals for this part of the borough.
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We recognised that our approach to the
divisional arrangements for Berkhamsted would
have a significant effect on the whole of the north
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of the borough. While the Labour Group proposed
retaining the town of Berkhamsted within a single
electoral division, thereby achieving complete
coterminosity between county divisions and
borough wards, the Conservative Group proposed
that, in order to improve electoral equality, part of
the town of Berkhamsted should join a revised
Bridgewater division. We recognised that retaining
Berkhamsted within a single county division would
ensure that rural and urban areas remain separately
represented and would best reflect community
identities in the area. However, such a
recommendation would lead to the continuation of
a high level of electoral inequality in this area, and
we considered that we should attempt to address
this as part of this review. Consequently, for the
purposes of our draft recommendations, we
proposed dividing the town of Berkhamsted.
We did not, however, decide to put forward the
Conservatives’ proposal. While we recognised this
proposal provided much improved electoral
equality, we noted that by dividing the current
Berkhamsted West ward we would, under Schedule
11 of the Local Government Act 1972, also be
required to divide Berkhamsted Shrublands town
council ward which covers the same area. We
therefore proposed transferring the whole of
Berkhamsted West ward to a revised Bridgewater
division. The resulting Berkhamsted division
would contain only Berkhamsted East and
Berkhamsted Castle wards. The decision taken in
Berkhamsted made it necessary, in order to
maintain a reasonable level of electoral equality, to
retain Aldbury & Wigginton ward in Tring
division. This divisional pattern would retain the
current arrangements and had the support of
Wigginton Parish Council. Our proposals would
produce an electoral variance of over 10 per cent in
five divisions, and over 20 per cent in one division
by 2004. We recognised that these proposals,
particularly in the north of the borough,
represented a significant departure from the current
arrangements and also made modifications to
proposals made locally. We therefore particularly
welcomed the views of local residents and
interested parties at Stage Three.
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At Stage Three, the County Council Labour
and Liberal Democrat groups supported our draft
recommendations for Dacorum, while Hemel
Hempstead Constituency Labour Party supported
our draft recommendations in relation to Hemel
Hempstead. The Liberal Democrats, while
recognising that “there is some force in the desire,
particularly of the Town Council, that the
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Berkhamsted division should remain co-extensive
with the existing Town Council boundary”, noted
that Berkhamsted division is currently too large
and that its electors are under-represented. They
contended that our draft recommendations were
“the simplest and least disruptive way” of achieving
better electoral equality in the town and were
preferable to further dividing the town. Tring
Town Council and Wigginton Parish Council
supported our draft recommendations in as far as
they continued to include Aldbury & Wigginton in
Tring division. Kings Langley Parish Council
approved our recommendations which linked their
parish with Bovingdon, Flaunden & Chipperfield
ward which they argued would have the added
benefit of ensuring coterminosity for the proposed
Hemel South East and Hemel Town divisions.
They opposed the inclusion of Nash Mills parish in
a revised Kings Langley division, and any division
of Apsley between divisions.
Our draft recommendations drew criticism from
local groups and residents in relation to two areas. The
County Council Conservative Group, Berkhamsted
Town Council, Berkhamsted Citizens’ Association,
Berkhamsted & District Chamber of Commerce,
Dacorum Borough Council, Hemel Hempstead
Conservative Association, South West Hertfordshire
Conservative Association, Little Gaddesden Parish
Council, Richard Page MP, three local councillors and
34 local residents all objected to our draft
recommendations in relation to Berkhamsted and
Bridgewater divisions. Berkhamsted Town Council
argued that Berkhamsted is a thriving market town
which is a single entity in community terms and
should remain within one county division. It argued
that our draft recommendations would not offer a
satisfactory solution to the problem of electoral
inequality, and would “simply reverse the current
inequalities” between Berkhamsted and Bridgewater
divisions. Similarly, Dacorum Borough Council
argued that the recommendations did not achieve the
aims of the review as they would “sacrifice the
integrity of the Town with very little reduction in the
inequalities of representation”. Little Gaddesden
Parish Council argued that “the interest of urban and
rural communities are quite distinct”, and that the
proposal to divide Berkhamsted would be to the
detriment of both the town and the rural area.
Berkhamsted Citizens’ Association commented
that the proposals would divide the High Street
and Conservation area between divisions and that
there would not be a representative to speak on
matters affecting the town as a whole. The County
Conservative Group commented that, while they
understood the desirability of keeping the whole of
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Berkhamsted within one division, they recognised
that this would lead to a high level of electoral
inequality. To tackle this problem they proposed an
alternate divisional arrangement which combined
Berkhamsted East, Berkhamsted West and
Northchurch wards in a new Berkhamsted South &
Northchurch division and Berkhamsted Castle,
Ashridge and Watling wards in a new Berkhamsted
North & Rural division. However, Hemel
Hempstead and South West Conservative
Associations and Richard Page MP opposed the
division of Berkhamsted between divisions.
We also received a number of representations
objecting to our proposed Kings Langley
division. Dacorum Borough Council, Hemel
Hempstead Conservative Association, South West
Hertfordshire Conservative Association, Richard
Page MP, four local councillors and 72 local
residents all objected to the recommendation that
the whole of the new Bovingdon, Flaunden &
Chipperfield ward be included a revised Kings
Langley division. Currently, the settlements of
Felden and Bourne End form part of the existing
Hemel Hempstead Town division and are
combined with the Boxmoor, Apsley and Hemel
Hempstead Town Centre areas. Dacorum Borough
Council argued that the villages have “strong
historical links with Boxmoor”, but “very few basic
links exist between the two villages and the
Bovingdon/Kings Langley area” with which they
would be joined under our draft recommendations.
It stated, however, that this view was not shared by
all members of its sub-committee considering the
issue. One local resident argued that our draft
recommendations make “very little sense from
either a social or geographical point of view as
Felden is virtually joined to Boxmoor ... with
public transport ... churches, shopping ... and social
activities” and that connections between Felden &
Bourne End and Kings Langley “are virtually nonexistent”. Hemel Hempstead Conservative
Association proposed that the revised Kings
Langley division should consist only of Bovingdon,
Flaunden, Chipperfield and Kings Langley
parishes, and that Felden and Bourne End should
form part of a revised Hemel Hempstead Town
Division. They argued that Felden and Bourne End
have no affinity whatsoever with the rural area, and
that their transfer would break historical ties.
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Nash Mills Parish Council, one local councillor
and two local residents proposed that Nash Mills
parish should be included in a revised Kings
Langley division. In particular, Nash Mills Parish
Council stated that the area has no affinity with the
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Bennetts End area to its north. County Councillor
Lloyd also raised the issue of the Woodfield Drive
area which while part of Nash Mills parish
neighbour Leverstock Green, and requested
that the area be moved out of the parish. In
addition, Dacorum Borough Council, Hemel
Hempstead Conservative Association, South West
Hertfordshire Conservative Association, Richard
Page MP, one local councillor and 15 local residents
objected to the use of the shortened name of
Hemel, rather than the full name Hemel
Hempstead, in division names for the area.
We have considered the arguments in relation to
Berkhamsted and consider that they have merit. We
note that retaining the whole of Berkhamsted within
one county division would lead to a significant level
of electoral imbalance both currently and in five
years’ time. However, we recognise that our draft
recommendations would cause a significant
disruption to existing arrangements in community
terms and would lead to only a marginal
improvement in electoral equality in the area as a
whole. We have examined the possibilities of
dividing one of the Berkhamsted wards between
divisions or including Berkhamsted Castle ward in
Bridgewater division, but consider that there is an
overwhelming local preference for the urban and
rural areas to maintain separate representation which
reflects the significant differences between the two
areas. We have also examined the possibility of
including Aldbury & Wigginton ward in
Bridgewater division in order to improve electoral
equality. We recognise that such an arrangement
would improve electoral equality. However, in view
of local support for the current arrangements and
the relatively poor communication links with the
villages that make up the Bridgewater division we
have concluded not to make any change. We
therefore have decided to amend our draft
recommendations in this area so as to retain the
existing Berkhamsted and Bridgewater divisions as
part of our final recommendations. The revised
Berkhamsted division would contain 26 per cent
more electors per councillor than the county average
(and 30 per cent more by 2004) and the revised
Bridgewater division (consisting of Ashridge,
Northchurch and Watling wards) would contain 17
per cent fewer electors per councillor than the
county average (and 20 per cent fewer by 2004).
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Similar arguments have been submitted to us
concerning Felden and Bourne End, contending
that, in community terms, the settlements should
remain linked with Hemel Hempstead rather than
form part of a revised Kings Langley division. In
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this instance, however, we have not been convinced
of the case for amendment to our draft
recommendations. While Berkhamsted is a distinct
town surrounded by rural wards, the settlements of
Felden and Bourne End are less dense in nature and
are situated outside the main urban area. We note
that the villages are linked with the area to their
south for the purposes of borough warding and
consider that there would be potential for
confusion amongst the electorate if the ward were
to be divided between county divisions. In
addition, such a change would lead to worse
electoral equality than under our draft
recommendations. While these villages may have a
greater affinity with Boxmoor than with areas to
their south, we have not been convinced that the
delineation between the settlements is distinct
enough to justify the dividing of the borough ward
between county divisions unnecessarily.
We note the comments which have been made
regarding the use of Hemel as a prefix for division
names in this area. We accept that the proper title of
the town is Hemel Hempstead and propose to amend
our draft recommendations in relation to the Hemel
Hempstead area accordingly. With this amendment
and the changes proposed to the Berkhamsted area,
we are content to confirm our draft recommendations
in Dacorum borough as final.
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East Hertfordshire district
At present, the district of East Hertfordshire is
represented by nine county councillors, serving the
nine divisions of All Saints, Bishop’s Stortford
Central Parsonage, Bishop’s Stortford Chantry
Thorley, Braughing, Hertford Rural, St Andrews,
Sawbridgeworth, Ware North and Ware South.
There are significant electoral imbalances within
the district area, with the number of electors in two
of the nine divisions forecast to vary by at least 20
per cent from the average for the county in five
years’ time. The largest electoral imbalances occur
in the Bishop’s Stortford area of the district due to
significant levels of growth over the last decade,
with Bishop’s Stortford Chantry Thorley division
predicted to contain 40 per cent more electors than
the county average by 2004.
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At Stage One, we received district-wide
proposals in this area from the Conservative and
Labour Groups on the County Council. There was
agreement between the two political groups that
the number of county councillors representing the
district should be increased from nine to 10, to
reflect the growth in electorate which has occurred.
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There was further agreement over the composition
of three of the 10 divisions: Bishop’s Stortford
East, St Andrew’s (named Hertford St Andrew’s
by the Labour Group) and All Saints (Hertford All
Saints) divisions. Their proposals differed in the
rest of the district.
The County Council’s Conservative Group
submitted a scheme which provided a pattern of
divisions which were coterminous with district
wards. In the Bishop’s Stortford area, the
Conservatives proposed combining Bishop’s
Stortford All Saints and Bishop’s Stortford Meads
district wards to form a new Bishop’s Stortford
East division, Bishop’s Stortford Central and
Bishop’s Stortford Silverleys district wards to form
a new Bishop’s Stortford West division, and
Bishop’s Stortford South ward with the more rural
wards of Little Hadham and Much Hadham to
form a new Bishop’s Stortford Rural division. In
Ware, the Conservatives also proposed combining
predominantly urban and rural wards in a single
division. Under their scheme, Ware St Mary’s and
Ware Trinity wards would be combined with
Thundridge & Standon ward to form a revised
Ware North electoral division. They proposed that
Ware Chadwell and Ware Christchurch wards
should be combined with Hertford Heath and
Great Amwell wards to form a revised Ware South
division. The neighbouring Hertford Bengeo and
Hertford Kingsmead wards would form All Saints
division and Hertford Sele and Hertford Castle
wards would form St Andrew’s division.
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Elsewhere in the district, the divisions saw
predominantly rural wards being combined. The
revised Braughing division would be formed from
the district wards of Braughing, Buntingford,
Mundens & Cottered and Puckeridge; the revised
Sawbridgeworth division would combine
Sawbridgeworth ward with Hunsdon and
Stanstead Abbots wards. Hertford Rural division
would comprise most of the west of the district
surrounding the town of Hertford. It would be
formed by the combination of Datchworth &
Aston, Hertford Rural North, Hertford Rural
South, Walkern and Watton-at Stone wards. Under
their proposals, all divisions would currently have
an electoral varience of no more than 10 per cent
from the county average (and 11 per cent by
2004). These proposals were supported in full by
Hertford & Stortford Conservative Association
and Welwyn Hatfield Conservative Association.
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The County Council’s Labour Group proposed
alternative arrangements for seven of the 10

94

L O C A L

G O V E R N M E N T

divisions in the district. Unlike the Conservative
submission, the Labour Group proposed that most
of the town of Ware form a single electoral
division, rather than being “unnecessarily matched
with rural areas”. Ware Christchurch, Ware St
Mary’s and Ware Trinity wards, under their
proposals, would form a new Ware county division.
Ware Chadwell ward would be combined with
Great Amwell, Stanstead Abbots, Hunsdon and
Thundridge & Standon wards in a new Ware Rural
division. In Bishop’s Stortford, the Labour Group
proposed dividing the wards of Bishop’s Stortford
Central and Bishop’s Stortford South. The northwestern part of Bishop’s Stortford Central ward
would be combined with Bishop’s Stortford
Silverleys, Braughing and Little Hadham wards to
form a new Bishop’s Stortford North division. The
group proposed that the majority of Bishop’s
Stortford Central ward should combine with
Bishop’s Stortford South ward less Thorley parish
to form a new Bishop’s Stortford South division.
The remaining area of Bishop’s Stortford South
ward, Thorley parish, would be combined with
Much Hadham and Sawbridgeworth wards in a
revised Sawbridgeworth division.
These decisions led to a different warding
pattern from that of the Conservatives in the rural
parts of the district. The Labour Group proposed a
new Buntingford division comprising the district
wards of Buntingford, Mundens & Cottered,
Puckeridge and Walkern and a revised Hertford
Rural division consisting of Datchworth & Aston,
Hertford Rural North, Hertford Rural South,
Hertford Heath and Watton-at-Stone wards. While
two divisions would have electoral variances of
more than 10 per cent now none would have by
2004. East Hertfordshire Rural Branch of the
North Hertfordshire Constituency Labour Party
supported the proposals submitted by the County
Council Labour Group for the area covered by the
branch, and Bishop’s Stortford & Sawbridgeworth
Branch of the Hertford & Stortford Constituency
Labour Party supported the pattern of divisions in
the Bishop’s Stortford area.
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Hertford Town Council proposed that the
current arrangements should be maintained for the
town, leaving its representation at two county
councillors. Bishop’s Stortford Town Council
proposed that Bishop’s Stortford All Saints and
Bishop’s Stortford Meads be combined, that
Bishop’s Stortford Central and Bishop’s Stortford
Silverleys be combined, and that Bishop’s Stortford
South be combined with Much Hadham and Little
Hadham. Tewin Parish Council requested that,
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having been warded as part of the periodic electoral
review of East Hertfordshire, the whole of its parish
be included in the same county division. Watton-atStone Parish Council expressed a preference for
remaining part of Hertford Rural division. Similarly,
Stanstead Abbotts Parish Council argued that their
parish should remain part of Ware South division.
Standon Parish Council supported the review.
On the basis of the current electorate, East
Hertfordshire district is entitled to one additional
county councillor. Both the Conservative and
Labour Groups on the County Council recognised
this, and we were content to put forward this
increase in representation as part of our draft
recommendations. In the Bishop’s Stortford area of
the district, both schemes combined part of the
town with the rural area to its west. The proposal
received from the Labour Group and Bishop’s
Stortford & Sawbridgeworth Branch of the
Hertford & Stortford Constituency Labour Party
divided two of the district wards between county
divisions and combined Bishop’s Stortford
Silverleys ward and part of Bishop’s Stortford
Central ward with the more rural Braughing and
Little Hadham wards. The alternative proposal,
supported by the Conservative Group and Bishop’s
Stortford Town Council, would maintain
coterminosity with district wards and would
combine Bishop’s Stortford South ward with Little
Hadham and Much Hadham wards. We concluded
that, while the former option would have provided
marginally better electoral equality, we should
adopt the Conservative Group and Bishop’s
Stortford Town Council’s proposal in this area. We
considered that this proposal reflected community
ties reasonably well, with most of the town being
contained in predominantly urban divisions. It
included the parish of Thorley in a division with
Much Hadham, which the Bishop’s Stortford &
Sawbridgeworth Branch of the Hertford &
Stortford Constituency Labour Party argued would
unite, rather than divide, communities. Further, by
maintaining coterminosity between the new
district wards and the proposed divisions, the
proposal would not necessitate further warding of
the town or parish councils.
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Our proposals for the remainder of the district
were informed by the decision made in relation to
Bishop’s Stortford. In the remainder of the district, we
put forward the Conservatives’ proposals, which we
considered provided the best balance between the
need for electoral equality and the statutory criteria.
We noted that these proposals would retain Watton-atStone and the whole of Tewin parish in a revised
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Hertford Rural division, as proposed by the respective
parish councils. While we considered that the Labour
proposals had some merit, particularly in relation to
Ware, these could not be considered in isolation from
the rest of the district. The exception to this is
Hertford which is self-contained and entitled to two
county councillors. In this area, we put forward
the combination of Hertford Sele and Hertford
Castle in a revised St Andrew’s division, and the
combination of Hertford Bengeo and Hertford
Kingsmead wards in a revised All Saints division, as
proposed by both the Conservative and Labour
Groups. Under the proposals, all 10 divisions would
have variances of no more than 10 per cent from the
average now and in 2004.
At Stage Three, the County Council
Conservative and Liberal Democrat groups,
Hertford & Stortford Conservative Association,
Braughing Parish Council and Tewin Parish
Council supported our draft recommendations in
relation to this area. Watton-at-Stone Parish
Council stated that it wished to make no
representation. The County Council Labour Group
supported our draft recommendations in so far as
they related to Bishop’s Stortford, Hertford and
most of the north-east of the district, but proposed
amendments to Ware and the rural areas of
Hertford and Ware. They proposed changes to five
divisions in the district which they argued had “the
advantage of keeping the bulk of Ware in one
division” by creating a Ware division comprised of
Ware St Mary’s, Ware Trinity and Ware
Christchurch wards. Sawbridgeworth ward would,
under their proposal, join with Hunsdon ward in
Sawbridgeworth division, and Braughing,
Buntingford, Mundens & Cottered and Walkern
wards would form Buntingford division. Tewin
Parish, which is currently divided between
Hertford Rural North and Hertford Rural South
district wards, would also be divided between
County divisions under the Labour Group’s
proposals. Hertford Rural North ward would
join Watton-at-Stone, Datchworth & Aston,
Puckeridge and Thundridge & Standon wards in
Hertford Rural North division, while Hertford
Rural South ward would join with Ware Chadwell,
Great Amwell, Hertford Heath and Stanstead
Abbots wards in Hertford Rural South division.
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Hertford & Stortford Liberal Democrats
welcomed the decision to increase the level of
representation for East Hertfordshire district at
County level, but objected to our draft
recommendations in relation to the boundaries of
the district. They argued that the proposed
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Sawbridgeworth division “is illogical as it is
virtually dissected by a neighbouring seat”. They
contended that linking Sawbridgeworth and
Stanstead Abbots is “flawed and makes no sense” as
the former looks to the north-east while the latter
looks to Ware. Indeed they concluded that “no
community of interest exists between Stanstead
Abbotts and Sawbridgeworth.” Furthermore, they
argued that “the treatment of the town of Ware is
unfair as it would be split in two” leading to the
marginalisation of Ware’s electorate as its identity is
“overwhelmed by adjacent rural areas.” Hertford &
Stortford Liberal Democrats proposed an
alternative arrangement of divisions which, as
with the Labour scheme, retained the three Ware
wards of St Marys, Christchurch and Trinity in a
single division. This view was also supported by
Ware Town Council which also contended that
Ware Chadwell ward should remain in a division
with Great Amwell. Similarly, Stanstead Abbots
Parish Council argued that the Stanstead
Abbotts settlement should not be divided between
electoral areas.
We have considered both of the new options put
forward to us in this district. We note that the
alternative schemes submitted would continue to
divide Ware Town between divisions and would
divide Tewin parish between different divisions, a
development to which the Parish Council has
registered its objection. We further note that the
proposed amendments do not improve electoral
equality in the district, and that there have been
few objections to our draft recomendations.
Consequently we propose confirming our draft
recommendations for East Hertfordshire as final in
their entirety.
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Hertsmere borough
Under the current arrangements, Hertsmere
borough is represented by seven county councillors
serving the seven divisions of Bushey Heath,
Bushey North, Elstree, Lyndhurst, Potters Bar
North East, Potters Bar South West and Watling.
There is a high degree of electoral imbalance in
these divisions, with only three of the seven
divisions varying from the county average by less
than 10 per cent both currently and in five years’
time. Three divisions’ electorates are predicted to
vary by more than 20 per cent from the county
average by 2004. Overall, in relation to the size of
the electorate in the rest of the county, Hertsmere
district has the correct level of representation on
the County Council. None of the current divisions
are coterminous with the new borough wards.
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At Stage One we received three borough-wide
submissions for Hertsmere borough from the
Conservative, Labour and Liberal Democrat
Groups on the County Council. While none of the
three schemes agreed on the exact pattern of any of
the divisions, there was a general agreement that
the current pattern of county divisions should not
be subject to radical change.
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The Conservative Group on the County
Council proposed a scheme which would provide
four divisions which would not be coterminous
with the new borough wards. In the west of the
borough, the Conservatives proposed only minor
modifications to the current Bushey North
division, proposing that Bushey North and Bushey
St James’ wards be combined in a new Bushey
division. To the south, the Conservatives proposed
combining Bushey Park and Bushey Heath in a
revised Bushey Heath division. In order to improve
electoral equality, the Conservatives also proposed
transferring part of Elstree ward (polling district
LC) to the division. The remaining part of Elstree
ward would, under these proposals, be combined
with Aldenham East and Aldenham West wards in
a revised Watling division. In Borehamwood, the
Conservatives proposed combining Borehamwood
Brookmeadow and Borehamwood Cowley Hill
wards in a new Borehamwood North division,
with the remaining wards of Borehamwood
Hillside and Borehamwood Kenilworth forming a
new Borehamwood South division. In the east of
the borough, the Conservatives proposed dividing
Potters Bar Parkfield ward, including some 840
electors to the north of Mutton Lane and south of
the railway line, in a new Potters Bar Rural division
with Shenley and Potters Bar Furzefield wards. The
remaining part of the ward would be combined
with Potters Bar Oakmere ward in a new Potters
Bar East division. The proposals were fully
supported by Hertsmere Conservative Association.
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The County Council’s Labour and Liberal
Democrat Groups’ Stage One proposals were
identical. As with the Conservatives’ scheme, the
proposals would create four divisions which would
not be coterminous with the borough ward
boundaries. In the west of the borough, under their
proposals, the part of Bushey St James’ ward to the
west of Herkomer Road would be transferred from
the current Bushey North division to a new Bushey
South division, together with Bushey Park and
Bushey Heath wards. A new Watling Street
division was proposed combining the whole of
Aldenham East, Aldenham West and Elstree wards.
The Labour and Liberal Democrat submissions
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proposed a different division of Borehamwood to
the Conservatives. Under their proposals,
Borehamwood Brookmeadow and Borehamwood
Hillside would form a new Borehamwood West
division and Borehamwood Cowley Hill and
Borehamwood Kenilworth would form a new
Borehamwood East division. In the east of the
borough, like the Conservatives, the Labour and
Liberal Democrat Groups proposed dividing the
ward of Potters Bar Parkfield between two county
divisions. However, they proposed that the whole
of the ward to the south of Mutton Lane should
join with Potters Bar Furzefield and Shenley wards
in a new Potters Bar West & Shenley division,
while the northern part of Potters Bar Parkfield
should be combined with Potters Bar Oakmere
ward in a new Potters Bar East division.
There was a degree of agreement in this
borough over the appropriate number of divisions
for each of the main settlements and over the basis
on which they should be formed. There were,
however, three main areas of contention. All three
schemes acknowledged that, in order to obtain a
reasonable level of electoral equality, the current
Bushey Heath division would need to be expanded
to include part of a neighbouring ward. While the
Conservatives proposed that part of Elstree ward
should be transferred to the division, the Labour and
Liberal Democrat Groups proposed that the
additional electors should come from the current
Bushey St James ward. We decided to put forward
the Labour and Liberal Democrat Groups’ proposal
for this area. We noted that in terms of electoral
equality, both of these divisions are forecast to
improve over the next five years, and that such a
proposal ensured the two divisions covered only
parts of Bushey, rather than combining part of
the town with neighbouring settlements. The
Conservatives’ proposal involved combining areas
on either side of the M1 and would also require
further warding of Elstree & Borehamwood Town
Council. As a result, we also decided to put forward
a revised Watling ward as proposed by the Labour
and Liberal Democrat groups.

106

There was also disagreement over the pattern of
county divisions within Borehamwood Town. The
Conservatives proposed that the town be divided
north/south, while the Labour and Liberal
Democrat Groups proposed that the town be
divided east/west. Both of these proposals provided
coterminosity and a reasonable level of electoral
equality. We decided to adopt the Conservative
Group’s proposal in this area. We noted that the
current division pattern divides the town into
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north and south wards and that the proposed
divisions would be separated by the identifiable
boundary of the B5378, which acts as the main
shopping street in the town.
The final area of disagreement surrounded the
most suitable arrangement in the east of the
borough. While all three schemes proposed dividing
Potters Bar Parkfield ward between divisions, the
Conservatives combined a small area to the north of
Mutton Lane with areas to its west, and the Labour
and Liberal Democrat Groups proposed transferring
the whole of the area to the south of Mutton Lane.
We decided to introduce our own modifications as
part of our draft recommendations. While we
recognised that a better level of electoral equality
would be obtained by dividing Potters Bar Parkfield
ward between divisions, we considered that, on
balance, we should retain the whole of the ward in
one division. Such a proposal would provide
coterminous arrangements in Potters Bar, and while
electoral equality would deteriorate to an extent, in
both divisions it would improve over the next five
years. For this reason we proposed combining
Potters Bar Furzefield and Shenley wards in a new
Potter Bar West & Shenley division, and the whole
of Potters Bar Parkfield and Potters Bar Oakmere
wards in a new Potters Bar East division.
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At Stage Three the County Council Labour and
Liberal Democrat Groups supported our draft
recommendations for the entire borough.
Hertsmere Borough Council Liberal Democrat
Group welcomed the recommendations, strongly
supporting them in the Bushey area. They argued
that the creation of revised Bushey North and
Bushey South wards would “enable effective
representation for the town at County level” and
opposed any move to link Bushey with other
settlements in Hertsmere.
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The County Council Conservative Group
suggested amendments to the Potters Bar area of
the borough. They argued that the town of Potters
Bar is divided by the railway line with part of
Potters Bar Parkfield ward having greater
community ties with Potters Bar Furzefield ward
than with the other areas of its own ward.
Consequently, they proposed transferring an area
of Potters Bar Parkfield ward containing some
2,200 electors to the new Potters Bar West &
Shenley Division in order to “reflect this
community interest”.
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Hertsmere Conservative Association supported
our draft recommendations in relation to
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Borehamwood, but proposed amendments for the
remainder of the borough. In Bushey, they claimed
that the draft recommendations “failed to recognise
the historical and geographical position of Bushey”.
They argued that Bushey has two distinct urban
centres (one centred around St James’ Church and the
other around St Peter’s Church) which are separated
by Sparrows Herne. They contended that the draft
recommendations failed to recognise this, and
transferred the centre of Bushey village into Bushey
Heath. Similarly, they argued that the Musicians
Estate has no real connection with Elstree village. In
Potters Bar they reiterated their Stage One
submission. This amendment would lead to their
proposed Bushey and Bushey Heath divisions
containing 7 per cent more and 12 per cent fewer
electors per councillor than the county average
respectively.
We note that we received no representations
objecting to our draft recommendations in relation
to Borehamwood and are content to confirm them
as final. In relation to Potters Bar, we note that our
draft recommendations received a degree of
support. We have further examined the possibility
of dividing Potters Bar Parkfield ward between
divisions, but have not been convinced that the
resultant loss of coterminosity between borough
wards and county divisions would be justified by
any improvements which would be gained in either
community identity or electoral equality terms.
Similarly, we have not been persuaded to modify
our recommendations for the Bushey and Radlett
areas. We note that our draft recommendations
received some support, and consider that the
Musicians Estate, while a distinct part of Elstree,
has a greater affinity with the remainder of the
village than with Bushey from which it is separated
by the Watford bypass (A41) and the M1. We have
therefore decided to confirm our draft
recommendations for Hertsmere as final. The
proposals are illustrated in Map A2 in Appendix A
and the large map at the back of the report.
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North Hertfordshire district
Under the current arrangements, North
Hertfordshire district is represented by nine county
councillors serving the divisions of Hitchin North
East, Hitchin South, Knebworth & Codicote,
Letchworth East & Baldock, Letchworth North
West, Letchworth South, North Herts Rural, Offa
and Royston. There is a high degree of electoral
imbalance in these divisions, with six of the
divisions forecast to vary by more than 10 per cent
from the county average in five years’ time. One
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division, Hitchin, is predicted to contain 21 per
cent fewer electors than the county average.
Overall, North Hertfordshire district has the
correct level of representation on the County
Council. Currently, only one of the nine divisions is
coterminous with the new district wards.
At Stage One, we received two district-wide
schemes for North Hertfordshire from the
Conservative and Labour Groups on the County
Council. The Conservative Group also produced
two options for the divisions covering Royston.
Both schemes agreed in five of the nine divisions,
and neither scheme departed radically from the
existing arrangements.
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Of the schemes received at Stage One, the
Conservative Group proposed the most significant
changes from the existing structure. They proposed
maintaining the present structure subject to minor
boundary amendments to reflect new district ward
boundaries in Hitchin South, Hitchin North East,
Letchworth South and Royston divisions. Two
changes were proposed to the current North Herts
Rural division; Baldock East ward would be
transferred from the current Letchworth East &
Baldock division while Wymondley and St
Ippolytts parishes would be transferred to a new
Knebworth & Codicote division, dividing the
current Graveley & Wymondley ward between
divisions. The proposed Knebworth & Codicote
division would combine Codicote, Kimpton, and
Knebworth wards and parts of Graveley &
Wymondley and Hitchwood wards. The northwestern part of Hitchwood ward, containing some
1,000 electors, would join with Cadwell, Hitchin
Oughton, Hoo and Offa wards in a revised Offa
division. The Conservatives’ proposed that
Letchworth East ward should be divided along
polling district lines with the western part joining
with Letchworth Grange and Letchworth Wilbury
wards in Letchworth North West division. The
remaining area of Letchworth East ward would
join Baldock Town ward in a modified Letchworth
East & Baldock division. The Conservatives provided
two alternatives for Royston. Their preferred option
was to keep all three Royston wards in one single
county division. However, they recognised that the
growth forecast for the town would lead to the
division containing a high level of electoral equality.
In the event that their preferred option was not
acceptable, they proposed that Royston Palace ward
be divided between Royston and North Herts Rural
divisions. Hitchin & Harpenden Conservative
Association supported the proposals submitted by
the Conservative Group.
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The Labour Group’s submission proposed few
changes to the existing divisional pattern. In order
to address the current under-representation in
Letchworth East & Baldock division, the Labour
Group proposed that Baldock East ward should be
transferred to a revised North Herts Rural division.
In order to take account of significant growth in
the area over the next five years, as with the
Conservatives, the Labour Group proposed
dividing Graveley & Wymondley between North
Herts Rural and Knebworth & Codicote divisions.
Unlike the Conservatives’ scheme, the Labour
Group proposed combining the whole of
Hitchwood ward with Codicote, Kimpton and
Knebworth wards and Wymondley parish in
Knebworth division. Royston division would
remain unchanged, while Offa division would be
renamed Hitchin West and modified to reflect
changes made to its constituent district wards. The
remaining divisions, Hitchin North East, Hitchin
South, Letchworth North West and Letchworth
South would be modified only slightly to reflect
the new district wards. Icknield Branch Labour
Party and Hitchin & Harpenden Constituency
Labour Party supported these proposals. Walsworth
Branch Labour Party supported the proposal to
combine Hitchin Bearton and Hitchin Walsworth
wards in Hitchin North East division and the
Bancroft Branch of Hitchin & Harpenden
Constituency Labour Party endorsed the Labour
Group’s proposal for the divisions of Hitchin
North East, Hitchin South and Hitchin West.
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One further Stage One submission was
received. Royston Town Council argued that, while
the electorate of the town is slightly higher than the
average for a county division, it would be
detrimental to the town and the surrounding
villages if rural and urban areas were combined
within a division. It therefore proposed that the
current Royston division remain unchanged.
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We noted that there was substantial agreement
between all the representations received in relation
to this area. Both of the district-wide schemes
attempted to address the growth in electorate
which is forecast in the Graveley, Letchworth and
Baldock areas. The differences between the
schemes occurred where the Conservatives
proposed dividing Hitchwood and Letchworth
East wards (and Royston Palace ward in its
alternative option) between divisions in order to
further improve electoral equality, whereas the
Labour Group proposed coterminosity in this area.
We decided to adopt the Labour Group’s scheme in
this district in its entirety as it maintained
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coterminosity between county divisions and district
wards in all but two divisions, only dividing
Graveley & Wymondley ward between divisions,
which was also proposed by the Conservatives. We
recognised the significant problems of achieving
electoral equality in an area which is subject to
significant growth pressure, particularly on the
fringes of Stevenage, and considered that these
arrangements would provide the best balance
between electoral equality and the statutory criteria.
These proposals would build on the existing
arrangements and would provide reasonable
electoral equality, with only three divisions varying
by more than 10 per cent by 2004.
At Stage Three, the County Council Labour
and Liberal Democrat groups, Icknield Branch
Labour Party and Royston Town Council
supported our draft recommendations for the
district. Icknield Branch Labour Party welcomed
our draft recommendations as “providing the best
available balance between community links and
electoral equality.” North Hertfordshire District
Council stated that it wished to make no
representation. Ickleford Parish Council oppposed
being combined with part of Hitchin arguing they
“have no connection or association” with them.
Pirton Parish Council expressed concern that our
draft recommendations appeared “to join parts of
wards traditionally linked to Hitchin with the
Offa ward”. Weston Parish Council opposed all
change to North Herts Rural division, arguing that
the rural area should maintain its separate
representation.
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The County Council Conservative Group
proposed one modification to our draft
recommendations in North Hertfordshire. They
proposed that Hitchwood ward should be divided
between divisions. Under their proposal St Paul’s
Walden parish would be transferred from Knebworth
& Codicote division to Hitchin Rural division, which
they argued would “have the attraction of reuniting
the parishes of King’s Walden and St Paul’s Walden
in the same division”. North East Hertfordshire
Conservative Association proposed other amendments
to our recommendations. They proposed that
Letchworth East ward should be divided between
Letchworth North West and Baldock & Letchworth
East divisions to enable Baldock East ward to be
reunited with the rest of Baldock in a revised Baldock
& Letchworth East division. Additionally, to
compensate for the removal of Baldock East ward,
they proposed retaining the parishes of Graveley
and Wymondley within North Herts Rural
division. They argued that these amendments
120
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would maintain the whole of Baldock in one
division, would reduce the part of Letchworth “not
in full Letchworth Divisions” and would remove an
urban area from the North Herts Rural division. The
argument that the whole of Baldock should be
contained in one division was also supported by one
local resident. Ashwell Parish Council stated that while
they had some concern over the proposal, they
understood the reason for our draft recommendation
to combine part of Baldock with the rural area.
We have carefully examined the various options
which were presented to us in this area. While we
consider that combining Baldock East ward with
Letchworth East & Baldock division has some
merit, this would also entail dividing Letchworth
East ward between divisions and would lead to a
high level of electoral inequality in the short term in
the proposed North Herts Rural division. In relation
to St Paul’s Walden parish, we have not been
persuaded of the advantage of dividing Hitchwood
ward in order to unite the area with King’s Walden
parish. In the absence of an alternative option we
propose to continue to combine part of Hitchin
with the rural area to its west. We note that our draft
recommendations have received a reasonable degree
of local support, and are therefore content to
confirm our draft recommendations in this area
as final.
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St Albans city & district
Under the current arrangements, St Albans
district is represented by 10 county councillors
serving the divisions of Harpenden North East,
Harpenden South West, St Albans Central, St
Albans East, St Albans North, St Albans South, St
Stephen’s, Sandridge and The Colneys. The level of
electoral equality in the district is reasonable, with
only one division containing an electoral variance
of over 10 per cent. However, due to the recent
periodic electoral review, only six of the current
divisions are coterminous with district wards.
Overall, in relation to the size of the electorate in
the rest of the county, North Hertfordshire district
has the correct level of representation on the
County Council.
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At Stage One, we received three district-wide
schemes for St Albans from the County Council
Conservative, Labour and Liberal Democrat
Groups. All three schemes essentially retained the
existing arrangements and there was disagreement
in only two of the 10 divisions.
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The Conservative Group submitted proposals
which would essentially reflect the current electoral
arrangements, subject to minor modifications to
reflect the new district wards. They proposed that
Sandridge, St Albans South, St Albans North, St
Albans Rural, St Stephen’s and The Colneys divisions
should remain unchanged. They proposed that the
boundary between St Albans Central and St Albans
East divisions and Harpenden North East and
Harpenden South West divisions should be modified
in order to regain coterminosity following the St
Albans periodic electoral review. Under their
proposals, one division, Sandridge, would contain
over 10 per cent more electors than the county
average, both now and in 2004. They argued it
would be difficult to justify including part of the
adjacent St Albans North division with Sandridge
division. The proposals were fully supported by St
Albans Conservative Association.
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The Labour and Liberal Democrat Groups
submitted similar schemes which differed from the
Conservatives’ proposals in relation to only two
divisions. In order to improve electoral equality,
they both proposed that Colney Heath ward
should be divided between Sandridge and The
Colneys divisions. While the Liberal Democrats
proposed that the Smallford area should be
combined with Sandridge, the Labour Group
proposed that both the Smallford and Sleapshyde
areas should be transferred. The Labour scheme
would result in The Colneys division having an
electoral variance of 22 per cent currently. The
redevelopment of the former Napsbury and Cell
Barnes hospital sites in The Colneys division would
mean that this was projected to improve to 7 per
cent from the county average in five years’ time.
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We received four further representations for
this area. Hitchin & Harpenden Conservative
Association supported the proposals submitted by
the county Conservative Group. St Albans
Constituency Labour Party and Hitchin &
Harpenden Constituency Labour Party put
forward arguments which supported the Labour
and Liberal Democrat’s scheme for the district.
London Colney Parish Council argued that, upon
completion of house building on the former
Cell Barnes and Napsbury hospital sites, the
division would be the largest in the district.
It proposed that the Smallford and Sheapshyde
areas be transferred to Sandridge division to
counter this under-representation on the County
Council.
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We noted that in all but two of the divisions
there was unanimity between the representations
we received. The proposals retained the current
divisional pattern, subject to minor alterations to
make them coterminous with the new district
wards, and would provide a reasonable level of
electoral equality. We were therefore content to put
forward these proposals as part of our draft
recommendations. In relation to Colney Heath
ward, opinions differed as to whether to retain the
ward in a single division or to divide it in order to
improve electoral equality. While we had some
sympathy with the proposals to divide the ward in
order to improve electoral equality, we noted that
the areas proposed form parts of existing parish
wards. Therefore, in order to put forward such an
option, we would be required to further divide the
parish between parish wards, and we were not
convinced that this would be beneficial in terms of
effective and convenient local government. We
therefore put forward the Conservatives’ proposals
for this area as part of our draft recommendations,
as they would retain coterminosity. The resulting
pattern would provide only one division with a
variance in excess of 10 per cent.
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At Stage Three the County Conservative and
Liberal Democrat Groups supported our draft
recommendations. Harpenden Town Council
stated that it wished to make no comment. The
County Labour Group and London Colney Parish
Council reiterated their proposal to divide Colney
Heath ward between The Colneys and Sandridge
divisions. The County Labour Group argued that
not only would this amendment significantly
improve electoral equality, but with the growth in
electorate forecast for Colney Heath parish, “an
interim review of parish boundaries could be
helpful to the Parish Council.”
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While we recognise that the proposal from the
County Labour Group and London Colney Parish
Council would improve electoral equality in the
area, we have not been persuaded that further
warding of the parish can be justified on the
grounds of community interest and convenient and
effective local government. We note that there were
no objections to our draft recommendations in the
rest of the district and are therefore content to
confirm them as final in their entirety.
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Stevenage borough
Under the current arrangements, Stevenage
borough is represented by six county councillors
serving the divisions of Bedwell, Broadwater,

130

32

L O C A L

G O V E R N M E N T

Chells, Old Stevenage, St Nicholas and Shephall.
There is a high degree of electoral imbalance in
these divisions, with five of the six divisions
forecast to vary by more than 10 per cent from the
county average in five years’ time. Three divisions
are predicted to vary by more than 20 per cent
from the county average. Overall, in relation to the
size of the electorate in the rest of the county,
Stevenage borough has the correct level of
representation on the County Council. None of
the six divisions are coterminous with the new
district wards.
At Stage One, we received two borough-wide
schemes for Stevenage, one from the Conservative
Group on the County Council, the other from the
County Labour Group, Stevenage Borough
Council and Stevenage Labour Party. There was no
agreement between the two schemes in any part of
the borough as to the most appropriate division
boundaries.
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The Conservative Group’s proposal, while
making a number of changes, essentially retained
the current pattern of divisions. Under their
proposals, three borough wards (Old Town,
Martin’s Wood and Woodfield) would be divided
between county divisions. In the north of the
borough the Conservatives proposed dividing
Martin’s Wood ward, and combining the south-east
part of the ward with Chells and Manor wards to
form Chells division. The remaining area of Martin’s
Wood ward would be combined with St Nicholas
ward and an area of Woodfield ward in St Nicholas
division. The western part of Woodfield ward
would, under their proposals, be included in Old
Stevenage division with Symonds Green ward and
an area of Old Town ward. The remaining area of
Old Town ward would be combined with Bedwell
and Pin Green wards in Bedwell division. Elsewhere
in the borough, coterminosity was maintained with
Longmeadow and Roebuck wards being combined
to form Broadwater division, and Bandley Hill and
Shephall wards forming Shephall division. Under
the proposals, no divisions would have a variance of
more than 10 per cent currently (while two divisions
would by 2004).
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The County Labour Group, Stevenage
Borough Council and Stevenage Labour Party
submitted identical proposals for the borough.
Under their proposals, only one of the six divisions
would be coterminous with borough wards. In the
north of the borough a new Stevenage North
division would be created containing Woodfield
and Old Town wards and a small part of Pin Green
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ward. A section of the remaining area of Pin Green
ward would be combined with part of Bedwell
ward and a large part of Manor ward to form a new
Stevenage East division. A small part of Manor ward
and the remaining area of Pin Green ward would, in
turn, be combined with St Nicholas and Martin’s
Wood wards to form a new Stevenage North East
division. Under their proposals, Bedwell ward would
also be divided between three county divisions. The
south-eastern corner of Bedwell ward would join
Shephall and Longmeadow wards in a new
Stevenage South division. The north-western area of
Bedwell ward would join Roebuck and Symonds
Green wards in a new Stevenage West division, while
the remaining area of Bedwell ward would form part
of a new Stevenage East division. Chells and Bandley
Hill ward would be combined in their entirety in a
new Stevenage South East division. Under the
proposals only one division would have a variance of
more than 10 per cent both now and in 2004.
In this borough, we received two schemes with
no area of consensus. While the proposals submitted
by the County Labour Group, Stevenage Borough
Council and Stevenage Labour Party would have
secured better electoral equality, the Conservative
scheme had a higher level of coterminosity and
required less radical change from the existing
arrangements. We considered the arguments
presented to us by the County Labour Group,
Stevenage Borough Council and Stevenage Labour
Party, but were not persuaded that such a radical
departure from the existing arrangements was
necessary or would better reflect community ties in
the town. We decided, therefore, to base our draft
recommendations on the Conservatives’ proposals
for this area, subject to some modifications. In
order to improve the level of coterminosity
between county divisions and borough wards, we
proposed to include the whole of Martin’s Wood
ward in a revised St Nicholas division and the
whole of Old Town ward within Old Stevenage
division. As a result, only Woodfield ward would
be divided between divisions, with the eastern part
of a revised St Nicholas division and the western
part forming part of a revised Old Stevenage
division. While three divisions would vary by more
than 10 per cent from the county average by 2004,
none would vary by more than 14 per cent. While
the
electoral
equality
in
these
draft
recommendations would be slightly worse than
that achieved in the proposals submitted to us, we
concluded that this option would achieve the best
balance between the need for electoral equality and
the statutory criteria.
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At Stage Three the County Conservative,
Labour and Liberal Democrat Groups, Stevenage
Borough Council, Stevenage District Labour Party
and Stevenage Liberal Democrats all supported our
draft recommendations for the borough. Stevenage
District Labour Party stated that it welcomed the
fact that the new divisions aligned as far as possible
with the new borough wards, and that where the
draft recommendations had departed from that
(Woodfield ward), natural boundaries had been
used. Having received no further representations
on the matter, we are content to confirm our draft
recommendations as final. Our proposals are
illustrated in Map A3 in Appendix A and the large
map at the back of the report.
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Three Rivers district
Under the current arrangements, Three Rivers
district is represented by six county councillors
serving the divisions of Abbots Langley,
Chorleywood, Croxley, Oxhey Park, Rickmansworth
and South Oxhey. There is a high degree of electoral
imbalance in these divisions, with three of the six
divisions forecast to vary from the county average
by more than 10 per cent in five years’ time, one of
which is predicted to vary by more than 30 per
cent. Only one of the six divisions is coterminous
with the new district wards. Overall, in relation to
the size of the electorate in the rest of the county,
Three Rivers has the correct level of representation
on the County Council.
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At Stage One, we received five district-wide
submissions in relation to Three Rivers, two
from the Conservative Group on the County
Council, one from the South West Hertfordshire
Conservative Association, one from the County
Labour Group and one from the County Liberal
Democrat Group. There was agreement between
all five schemes in two divisions, and in all parts of
the district the Labour and Liberal Democrat
schemes were similar.
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The Conservatives submitted two district-wide
schemes in this area. Their preferred option
provided a detached division, but they recognised
that this might not be acceptable to the
Commission, and consequently provided an
alternative scheme for this part of the district.
Under their preferred option, Langleybury, Croxley
Green North and Croxley Green wards would be
combined to form a revised Croxley division with
the former ward physically separated from the
latter two by Sarratt ward. In the west, the whole
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of Sarratt ward would join Chorleywood West and
Chorleywood East wards and the northern parts of
Penn and Rickmansworth West wards to form a
revised Chorleywood division. The alternative
option divided Sarratt ward with the eastern part
forming part of a revised Croxley division and the
western part forming part of a revised
Chorleywood division. Elsewhere in the district,
the Conservatives submitted a single scheme. In
the north of the district they proposed that
Bedmond & Primrose Hill, Abbots Langley and
Leavesden wards be combined to form a revised
Abbots Langley division. The parts of Penn and
Rickmansworth West wards not included in
Chorleywood division would be combined with
Maple Cross & Mill End and Rickmansworth
wards to form a largely unchanged Rickmansworth
division. In the east, the Conservatives proposed
combining Croxley Green South, Moor Park &
Eastbury and Oxhey Park wards together with the
northern part of Carpenders Park ward in a revised
Oxhey Park division. The southern part of
Carpenders Park, under their proposals, would join
Ashridge, Hayling and Northwick wards in a
revised South Oxhey division. South West
Hertfordshire Conservative Association submitted
a district-wide scheme which supported the
Conservatives’ alternative option in its entirety.
The Labour Group proposed the same
arrangements as the Conservatives for Oxhey Park and
Abbots Langley divisions. The most significant
difference between the Labour and Conservative
schemes was that the Labour Group retained the
whole of Croxley Green within one division, while the
Conservatives retained the whole of Chorleywood in
one division. Consequently, the Labour Group
proposed that South Oxhey division should include
Rickmansworth, Moor Park and Oxhey Hall wards
together with the northern part of Carpenders Park
ward. They proposed that the southern part of
Chorleywood East ward should be combined with
Maple Cross, Penn and Rickmansworth West wards to
form a revised Rickmansworth division, with the
northern part of the ward joining Chorleywood West,
Sarratt and Langleybury wards in a new
Chorleywood-Langleybury division.
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The Liberal Democrat group submitted
essentially the same proposals as the Labour
Group, but did not specify the exact boundary
along which Chorleywood East ward would be
divided. They stated that 1,550 electors should be
transferred from Chorleywood East ward to
Rickmansworth. They also proposed naming the
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division containing Chorleywood West ward,
Chorleywood division.
All of the schemes submitted during Stage One
agreed that Langleybury ward should be detached
from Abbots Langley division and we were content
to adopt this proposal. To the south of that division
we were faced with a number of options. The
Conservative Group, in their preferred option,
proposed a detached Croxley division. As outlined in
our Guidance, we consider that, unless a particular
circumstance merits their creation, detached electoral
areas are undesirable. We were not convinced that
this particular circumstance merited such a division.
Consequently, we considered the Conservatives’
second option, dividing Croxley Green, and the
option put forward by the Labour and Liberal
Democrat Groups to divide Chorleywood. The three
Croxley Green wards are currently predominately
included in one division and we were not persuaded
of the case for change to this arrangement.
Additionally, we noted that dividing Sarratt ward
between divisions would also require that the parish
be warded (in accordance with Schedule 11 of the
Local Government Act 1972). We also noted that the
proposals by the Labour and Liberal Democrat
Groups would further divide Chorleywood, again
necessitating further parish warding. We therefore
decided to put forward a revised Chorleywood
division containing Chorleywood East, Chorleywood
West, Sarratt and Langleybury wards in their entirety.
While such a change would provide a division with a
variance of 22 per cent now and 18 per cent by 2004,
we considered that this proposal would best reflect
community ties in the area.
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In the remainder of the borough, we proposed
basing our draft recommendations on the proposals
supplied by the Labour and Liberal Democrat
Groups. We decided to make one further
modification. Again, we noted that, while better
electoral equality would be obtained by dividing
Carpenders Park ward between divisions, such a
change would require further parish warding.
Consequently we proposed, as part of our draft
recommendations, including the whole of
Carpenders Park ward within South Oxhey division,
as this would not necessitate any change to parish
arrangements.
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At Stage Three the County Conservative Group
argued that the draft recommendations were
“deeply flawed in their failure to recognise the
distinct communities particularly in the south of
that diverse district”. They contended that any
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proposal which separated Rickmansworth ward
from Rickmansworth West ward was “entirely
wrong” as it divided a distinct community and that
the combination of Ashridge, Hayling and
Northwick wards with Carpenders Park ward
under our draft recommendations was “an artificial
marriage”. They provided an alternative
arrangement for the district which would divide
Langleybury ward between Abbots Langley and
Chorleywood divisions (renaming the latter
Chorelybury), and would not divide either
Rickmansworth or Croxley Green between county
divisions. The proposal would essentially retain the
status quo in the south of the district with a revised
Rickmansworth division containing Maple
Cross & Mill End, Penn, Rickmansworth and
Rickmansworth West wards; Oxhey Park division
containing Moor Park & Eastbury, Oxhey Hall and
Carpenders Park wards; and a South Oxhey
division consisting of Ashridge, Hayling and
Northwick wards. Under this proposal, three
divisions would have variances in excess of 20 per
cent from the county average in five years’ time,
with Abbots Langley and South Oxhey having 22
per cent fewer and more than average respectively
by 2004. South West Hertfordshire Conservative
Association and Richard Page MP submitted
similar proposals to the County Conservative
Group which only differed in relation to Penn and
Rickmansworth West wards which they proposed
should be divided between divisions using the
Chorleywood parish boundary.
We received a number of submissions regarding
our draft recommendations for the Rickmansworth
area. Moor Park & Eastbury Branch of the South
West Hertfordshire Conservative Association,
Rickmansworth Chamber of Business, two county
councillors, three district councillors and 72
residents opposed our draft recommendation to
divide Rickmansworth between county divisions
and combine part of Rickmansworth with the
Moor Park area, while one resident supported our
draft recommendations.
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145 County Councillor Barbara Lamb asserted that
there were strong feelings in Rickmansworth against
our draft recommendations and provided examples
of community links between Rickmansworth West
and Rickmansworth Town. Councillor Williams
argued that the division of Rickmansworth under
our draft recommendations was unacceptable as
Moor Park, which was included in the proposed
Oxhey Park division, is a gated residential area
separate from Rickmansworth.
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Concern was also expressed about our draft
recommendations to combine Carpenders Park ward
with the South Oxhey area. Six local residents and
two councillors opposed our draft recommendations,
arguing that the two areas are different in nature.
Councillor Frances Button argued that Carpenders
Park and South Oxhey are “very distinct
communities” with few links while one resident of
Carpenders Park argued that “there has been no
evidence of a common approach by the two
communities to changes. Each community has
addressed its own separate needs”.
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Chandlers Cross and Bucks Hill Residents’
Association argued that if Sarratt ward is to be
combined with other areas for electoral purposes, it
should be included in a division with Chorleywood
and the southern area of Langleybury bordering
the Grand Union Canal. Chorleywood & District
Residents’ Association argued that while Sarratt
and Chorleywood have “an historic and geographic
affinity”, there is no such relationship with
Langleybury. Abbots Langley Parish Council
expressed concern that Langleybury ward would be
incorporated into a county division known as
Chorleywood. Chorleywood Parish Council
proposed that the revised Chorleywood division
should include the whole of Chorleywood and
Sarratt parishes. Four residents opposed the
inclusion of Langleybury ward in a revised
Chorleywood division, while one resident
supported the division of Langleybury ward
between county divisions (and another supported
this as a second preference).
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The County Council Labour Group supported
our draft recommendations with one minor
exception. They argued that keeping Croxley Green
together was a preferable option to “the problems of
trying to maintain the more disparate communities
of Rickmansworth in one division”. They proposed
amending the draft recommendations so to divide
Carpenders Park between South Oxhey and Oxhey
Park divisions. Conversely, Watford Rural Parish
Council argued against any proposal which would
divide Carpenders Park ward between divisions.
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We recognise that our draft recommendations
in relation to Three Rivers have provoked some
controversy. As detailed above, we have received a
number of submissions objecting to our draft
recommendations, which placed Rickmansworth
and Rickmansworth West district wards in different
divisions. We have examined the different options
in this area and have been persuaded that
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Rickmansworth should be united within one
division. We remain convinced, however, that
Croxley Green should not be divided between
electoral areas. We have received an alternative
proposal from the County Council Conservative
Group which unites the whole of Rickmansworth
and Croxley Green within their respective divisions,
but would divide Langleybury ward between
Abbots Langley and Chorleywood divisions. We
consider that this proposal has merit and goes some
way to meeting the objections of the local residents
who opposed our draft recommendations in relation
to Rickmansworth and Carpenders Park. We note
that the proposal to divide Langleybury ward
between divisions gained some support at Stage
Three from residents and interested parties. We also
note that this proposal would effectively largely
retain the current arrangements in the district with
only a minimal impact on electoral equality.
Therefore, with one modification, we propose
adopting the County Conservative Group
amendments to our draft recommendations. We
have not been persuaded to modify Chorleywood
division name as the town would remain the
dominant settlement in the proposed county
division. The resulting final recommendations
would provide three divisions with variances in
excess of 10 per cent from the district average, two
of which would vary by marginally more than 20
per cent by 2004. The proposed division of
Langleybury ward is illustrated in Map A1 at
Appendix A.

Watford borough
Under the current arrangements, Watford
borough is represented by six county councillors
serving the divisions of Callowland Leggatts,
Central Oxhey, Meriden Tudor, Nascot Park,
Vicarage Holywell and Woodside Stanborough. The
divisions in this area achieve a reasonable level of
electoral equality, with only one division having a
variance of more than 10 per cent. Overall, in
relation to the size of the electorate in the rest of the
county, Watford borough has the correct level of
representation on the County Council. However,
only one of the six current divisions is coterminous
with the new borough wards.
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At Stage One, we received three submissions
regarding Watford, from the County Conservative,
Labour and Liberal Democrat Groups. There was
agreement between all three throughout the
borough. All three proposed essentially retaining the
existing arrangement of divisions, modified only to
provide coterminosity with the new borough wards
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established following the recent periodic electoral
review. The resulting divisions achieved complete
coterminosity with borough wards and provided a
reasonable level of electoral equality. No division
would have an electoral variance of more than 10 per
cent by 2004.
We noted that the proposals we received would
meet the statutory criteria while requiring minimal
change to the current arrangements. We also noted
that there was consensus between all three political
groups on the new arrangements. We were
therefore content to adopt the proposals as part of
our draft recommendations.
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At Stage Three the County Conservative,
Labour and Liberal Democrat Groups and Watford
Borough Council all supported our draft
recommendations. Having received no further
representations on the matter, we are content to
confirm our draft recommendations as final.
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Welwyn Hatfield district
Under the current arrangements, Welwyn
Hatfield district is represented by eight county
councillors serving the divisions of Haldens, Hatfield
East, Hatfield North, Hatfield South, North
Mymms, Welwyn, Welwyn Garden City South and
Welwyn Garden City West. There is a high degree of
electoral imbalance in these divisions, with six of the
eight divisions forecast to vary from the county
average by more than 10 per cent in five years’ time,
two of which are predicted to vary by more than 20
per cent. None of the eight divisions are coterminous
with the new district wards established as part of the
recent periodic electoral review.
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Overall, in relation to the size of the electorate in
the rest of the county, Welwyn Hatfield district is
over-represented on the County Council. At Stage
One, we received two district-wide schemes for
Welwyn Hatfield, from the County Conservative
and Labour Groups. Both proposed a reduction in
the number of county councillors for the district, by
one, to seven. There was, however, no agreement
between the two schemes as to the most appropriate
arrangements for any part of the district.
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The Conservative Group’s submission provided
a pattern of seven county divisions which would
divide two district wards between divisions. In the
south of the district, the Conservatives proposed
dividing Hatfield East ward between two divisions.
They proposed that the western part of Hatfield
East ward (the part of the ward within Hatfield
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Town Council’s boundaries) containing some
2,000 electors should be combined with Hatfield
North and Hatfield Central wards to form a revised
Hatfield North division. The remaining part of
Hatfield East ward, Essendon parish, would join
with Brookmans Park & Little Heath and Northaw
wards to form a new Hatfield Rural division. The
remaining wards in the south of the district,
Hatfield South, Hatfield West and Welham Green
wards would form a revised Hatfield South
division. In the north of the district, the
Conservatives proposed dividing Haldens ward
between divisions. The northern part of Haldens
ward would, under their proposals, be combined
with Welwyn North and Welwyn South wards to
form a revised Welwyn division. They proposed that
the remaining part of Haldens ward should join with
Peartree and Hollybush wards to form a new
Welwyn Garden City Central division. In the rest of
Welwyn Garden City, Howlands and Panshanger
wards would be combined to form Welwyn Garden
City East division and Handside and Sherrards
wards would form Welwyn Garden City West
division. The resulting arrangement would result in
no divisions having an electoral variance of more
than 10 per cent both now and in 2004.
The Labour Group also proposed seven
divisions, of which only one would be coterminous
with the new district wards. In the south of the
district, two wards would be divided between
divisions: Brookmans Park & Little Heath and
Hatfield Central. The part of Brookmans Park &
Little Heath ward in North Mymms parish would,
under the proposals, be combined with Northaw
and Welham Green wards in a revised North
Mymms division. The remaining part of
Brookmans Park & Little Heath ward, the
Newgate Street and Wildhill area, would join
Hatfield West and Hatfield South wards, together
with the southern part of Hatfield Central ward,
to form a revised Hatfield South division. Hatfield
North and Hatfield East wards would be
combined with the northern part of Hatfield
Central ward to form a revised Hatfield North
division. In the north of the district, the Labour
Group proposed essentially retaining the existing
divisional pattern, with only minor modifications.
Welwyn North and Welwyn South wards would
join the whole of Sherrards ward, less that part
currently in Haldens division, in a revised Welwyn
division. Haldens division would consist of
Haldens ward, a part of Sherrards ward (polling
district BEB) and the majority of the current
Panshanger ward. Handside and Peartree wards
would be combined to form a revised Welwyn
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Garden City West division, and Hollybush and
Howlands wards would be combined with a small
part of Panshanger ward, around Sylvan Way, to
form a revised Welwyn Garden City South
division. The resulting arrangements would
contain no divisions which were forecast to
contain an electoral variance of more than 10 per
cent from the average.
We also received a representation from Welwyn
Parish Council which proposed that some 80
electors in the Digswell Lane area, currently part of
Haldens division, be transferred to Welwyn
division. This area was transferred from Haldens
ward to Welwyn South ward as part of the recent
periodic electoral review of the district.

158

We noted that both district-wide schemes
would reduce the number of county councillors for
Welwyn Hatfield by one to seven. Based on the
current electorate, this is the appropriate level of
representation for the district and we were
therefore content to put this forward as part of our
draft recommendations. We decided to base our
draft recommendations on a combination of both
schemes. In the south of the district we decided to
base our recommendations on the Conservatives’
proposals which we believed would better reflect
community identities. In particular, we considered
that the proposed Hatfield Rural Division would
combine a number of small communities to the
east of Hatfield, while Hatfield North division
would encompass the more rural parts of the
Hatfield Town Council area on either side of the
town. We recognised that, while a separate
community, Welham Green is closely linked with
the town of Hatfield. We also noted that the
proposal would only divide one ward between
county divisions and would not necessitate further
warding of the Town Council area.
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In the north of the district, we decided to base
our draft recommendations on the Labour Group’s
proposals, subject to one modification. We noted
that their proposals essentially maintained the
current divisional pattern and we were not
convinced that it was necessary to depart
substantially from this. We considered that the
current pattern reflects community ties in the town
well, with the older parts of the town in the south
combined in new divisions, and newer areas, such
as Haldens and Panshanger in the north of the
town, brought together. We were not convinced,
however, that it was necessary to divide Panshanger
ward between Haldens and Welwyn Garden City
South divisions, and proposed that the whole of
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that ward be combined with Haldens ward in a
revised Haldens division.
At Stage Three, the County Conservative
Group, Welwyn Hatfield District Council, Welwyn
Hatfield Conservative Association and two local
residents proposed amendments to our draft
recommendations in relation to the Welwyn
Garden City area of the district. They did, however,
support our draft recommendations for the south
of the district. The County Conservative Group,
Welwyn Hatfield District Council and Welwyn
Hatfield Conservative Association reiterated the
Conservatives’ Stage One proposal. They argued
that the railway line divides the town north/south,
while our draft recommendations divide the
area east/west. They further argued that “there
can be no justification in confirming the
recommendations in terms of community or
electorates.” Two local residents objected to the
pairing of Handside and Peartree wards in Welwyn
Garden City West division, arguing that Handside
and Sherrards wards had much stronger links. One
resident contended that the area covered by
Handside and Sherrards wards is commonly
known by the title ‘West Side’ and would be easily
identifiable to local electors if retained within one
county division.
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The County Labour Group and Hatfield Town
Council supported our draft recommendations in
the Welwyn Garden City area of the district, but
proposed amendments in the south. They argued
that Welham Green should not be divided from
the remainder of North Mymms parish and that
Essendon parish should not be divided from the
rest of Hatfield East ward. They proposed a
revised set of arrangements which would combine
Northaw, Brookmans Park & Little Heath and
Welham Green wards in a revised North Mymms
division; Hatfield South and Hatfield West wards
and the southern part of Hatfield Central ward in
a revised Hatfield South division; and Hatfield
North and Hatfield East wards with the remainder
of Hatfield Central ward in a revised Hatfield
North division.
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We note that, at Stage Three, the various
political groups have essentially reiterated their
original proposals for the district. We have again
considered their arguments, but have not been
persuaded to move away from our draft
recommendations. In relation to the south of the
district, we have not been persuaded that the
Labour proposals would better reflect the
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statutory criteria or that there would any benefit to
departing from coterminosity with wards in
Hatfield. While we have sympathy with the
argument that Handside and Sherrards wards
share some community ties, we have not been
convinced that the Conservative scheme would
better reflect the statutory criteria for the area as a
whole. In particular, we consider that there are
significant local ties between Haldens and
Panshanger wards, and that there are relatively few
links between Haldens ward and the Welwyn area
or between Howlands and Panshanger wards.
We do, however, recognise that our proposal to
combine Handside and Peartree wards in a
division does combine areas either side of the
town centre, and that the proposed name of
Welwyn Garden City West division may not be
appropriate. We therefore propose, as part of
our final recommendations, to rename this
division as Handside & Peartree. We contend that,
with this one modification, our draft
recommendations remain the best balance
between electoral equality and the other statutory
criteria available and are content to confirm them
as final. Our final recommendations are illustrated
in Map A4 in Appendix A and the large map at the
back of this report.
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Conclusions
Having considered all the representations and
evidence received in response to our consultation
report, we propose that:
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(a)

there should be no change in council size, with
77 county councillors serving 77 divisions;

(b)

the boundaries of all but 12 of the existing
divisions will be subject to change, as the
divisions are based on district wards which have
themselves changed as a result of the recent
district reviews.

We have decided to substantially endorse our
draft recommendations, subject to the following
amendments:
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(a)

in Dacorum borough, we propose retaining the
existing Berkhamsted and Bridgewater divisions
and renaming all divisions which start with the
prefix Hemel as Hemel Hempstead;

(b)

in Three Rivers district, we propose adopting the
Conservative Group’s Stage Three proposed
warding arrangements;
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(c)

Parish and Town Council
Electoral Arrangements

in Welwyn Hatfield district, we propose that
Welwyn Garden City West division be renamed
Handside & Peartree division.

In undertaking reviews of electoral
arrangements, we are required to comply as far as
is reasonably practicable with the provisions set out
in Schedule 11 to the 1972 Local Government Act.
The Schedule provides 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. As part of our final recommendations
for Three Rivers district, we propose dividing
Langleybury district ward between divisions.
Accordingly, we propose consequential warding
arrangements for the parish of Abbots Langley to
reflect the proposed county divisions in this area.

Figure 4 shows the impact of our draft
recommendations on electoral equality, comparing
them with the current arrangements, based on
1999 electorate figures and with forecast
electorates for the year 2004.
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As shown in Figure 4, our final recommendations
for Hertfordshire County Council would result in a
reduction in the number of divisions with an electoral
variance of more than 20 per cent from the county
average from nine to three. By 2004, four divisions
are forecast to vary by more than 20 per cent from
the average. Our final recommendations are set out
in more detail in Figures 1 and 2, Appendix A and
the large map inserted at the back of this report.
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The parish of Abbots Langley is currently
divided into five parish wards: Abbots Langley,
Bedmond, Langleybury, Leavesden and Primrose
Hill. Currently, Leavesden parish ward is
represented by five parish councillors, Abbots
Langley and Langleybury parish wards are
each represented by four parish councillors, and
Bedmond and Primrose Hill parish wards are
each represented by one parish councillor. In our
final recommendations we have proposed that
Langleybury district ward, which is coterminous
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Final Recommendation
Hertfordshire County Council should
comprise 77 councillors serving the same
number of divisions, as detailed and named
in Figures 1 and 2 and illustrated in
Appendix A and on the large map inserted at
the back of the report.

Figure 4 :

Comparison of Current and Recommended Electoral Arrangements
1999 electorate
Current
arrangements

2004 forecast electorate

Final
recommendations

Current
arrangements

Final
recommendations

77

77

77

77

Average number of electors

10,123

10,123

10,590

10,590

Number of divisions with a
variance more than 10 per
cent from the average

33

18

41

20

Number of wards with a
variance more than 20 per
cent from the average

9

3

14

4

Number of councillors/
divisions
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with Langleybury parish ward of Abbots Langley
parish, should be divided between Abbots Langley
and Chorleywood county divisions. Consequently
we propose dividing Langleybury parish ward
between two new parish wards, Hunton Bridge &
Langleybury and Tanners Wood. Hunton Bridge &
Langleybury parish ward would return one parish
councillor and Tanners Wood parish ward would
return three parish councillors. The boundaries of the
new wards should reflect the proposed changes to
county divisions, with no change being proposed to
the parish wards of Abbots Langley, Bedmond,
Leavesden and Primrose Hill.

Final Recommendation
Abbots Langley Parish Council should
comprise 15 councillors, as at present. The
boundaries of Abbots Langley, Bedmond,
Leavesden and Primrose Hill parish wards
should remain unchanged, and should
continue to be represented by four, one, five
and one councillors respectively. That part of
the Langleybury parish ward which lies
within the proposed Abbots Langley county
division should be renamed Tanners Wood
parish ward and be represented by three
parish councillors. That part of the
Langleybury parish ward which lies within
the proposed Chorleywood county division
should be renamed Hunton Bridge &
Langleybury parish ward and be represented
by one parish councillor. The boundary
between the two parish wards is illustrated
on Map A1 at Appendix A.
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6. NEXT STEPS

Having completed our review of electoral
arrangements for Hertfordshire County Council
and submitted our final recommendations to the
Secretary of State, we have fulfilled our statutory
obligation under the Local Government Act 1992.
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It now falls to the Secretary of State to decide
whether to give effect to our recommendations,
with or without modification, and to implement
them by means of an order. Such an order will not
be made earlier than six weeks from the date that
our recommendations are submitted to the
Secretary of State.
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All further correspondence concerning our
recommendations and the matters discussed in this
report should be addressed to:
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The Secretary of State
Department of the Environment,
Transport and the Regions
Local Government Sponsorship Division
Eland House
Bressenden Place
London SW1E 5DU
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APPENDIX A
Final Recommendations
for Hertfordshire:
Detailed Mapping

The following maps illustrate the Commission’s
proposed ward boundaries for Hertfordshire.
Map A1 illustrates the proposed boundary
between Abbots Langley and Chorleywood
divisions.
Map A2 illustrates the proposed boundary
between Bushey North and Bushey South
divisions.
Map A3 illustrates the proposed boundary
between Old Stevenage and St Nicholas divisions.
Map A4 illustrates the proposed boundaries
between Haldens and Welwyn divisions.
Map A5 illustrates the proposed boundary
between Flamstead End & Turnford and
Hoddesdon South divisions.
The large map inserted in the back of the report
illustrates, in outline form, the Commission’s
proposed divisions for Hertfordshire, including
constituent district wards and parishes.
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Map A1:

Proposed Boundary between Abbots Langley and Chorleywood Divisions
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Map A2:

Proposed Boundary between Bushey North and Bushey South Divisions
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Map A3:

Proposed Boundary between Old Stevenage and St Nicholas Divisions

46

L O C A L

G O V E R N M E N T

C O M M I S S I O N

F O R

E N G L A N D

Map A4:

Proposed Boundaries between Haldens and Welwyn Divisions
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Map A5:

Proposed Boundary between Flamstead End & Turnford and Hoddesdon South Divisions
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APPENDIX B
Draft Recommendations
for Hertfordshire
(May 1999)

Figure B1:

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations: Summary
Division name
(by district council area)

Constituent district wards

BROXBOURNE BOROUGH
1

Cheshunt Central

Cheshunt Central ward; Cheshunt North ward

2

Flamstead End & Turnford

Flamstead End ward; Rosedale ward; Wormley &
Turnford ward (part)

3

Goffs Oak & Bury Green

Bury Green ward; Goffs Oak ward

4

Hoddesdon North

Unchanged (Hoddesdon North ward; Rye Park ward)

5

Hoddesdon South

Broxbourne ward; Hoddesdon Town ward; Wormley &
Turnford ward (part)

6

Waltham Cross

Theobalds ward; Waltham Cross ward

DACORUM BOROUGH
7

Berkhamsted

Berkhamsted Castle ward; Berkhamsted East ward

8

Bridgewater

Ashridge ward; Berkhamsted West ward;
Northchurch ward; Watling ward

9

Hemel East

Adeyfield East ward; Leverstock Green ward

10

Hemel North East

Grove Hill ward; Woodhall ward

11

Hemel North West

Chaulden & Shrubhill ward; Gadebridge ward;
Warners End ward

12

Hemel St Paul’s

Adeyfield West ward; Highfield & St Paul’s ward

continued overleaf
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Figure B1 (continued):

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations: Summary
Division name
(by district council area)

Constituent district wards

13

Hemel South East

Bennetts End ward; Corner Hall ward; Nash Mills ward

14

Hemel Town

Apsley ward; Boxmoor ward; Hemel Hempstead
Central ward

15

Kings Langley

Bovingdon, Flaunden & Chipperfield ward;
Kings Langley ward

16

Tring

Unchanged (Aldbury & Wigginton ward;
Tring Central ward; Tring East ward; Tring West ward)

EAST HERTFORDSHIRE DISTRICT
17

All Saints

Hertford Bengeo ward; Hertford Kingsmead ward

18

Bishop’s Stortford East

Bishop’s Stortford All Saints ward; Bishop’s Stortford
Meads ward

19

Bishop’s Stortford Rural

Bishop’s Stortford South ward; Little Hadham ward;
Much Hadham ward

20

Bishop’s Stortford West

Bishop’s Stortford Central ward; Bishop’s Stortford
Silverleys ward

21

Braughing

Braughing ward; Buntingford ward; Puckeridge ward;
Mundens & Cottered ward

22

Hertford Rural

Datchworth & Aston ward; Hertford Rural North ward;
Hertford Rural South ward; Walkern ward;
Watton-at-Stone ward

23

St Andrew’s

Hertford Castle ward; Hertford Sele ward

24

Sawbridgeworth

Hunsdon ward; Sawbridgeworth ward;
Stanstead Abbots ward

25

Ware North

Thundridge & Standon ward; Ware St Mary’s ward;
Ware Trinity ward

26

Ware South

Great Amwell ward; Hertford Heath ward; Ware
Chadwell ward; Ware Christchurch ward

HERTSMERE BOROUGH

50

27

Borehamwood North

Borehamwood Brookmeadow ward; Borehamwood
Cowley Hill ward

28

Borehamwood South

Borehamwood Hillside ward; Borehamwood
Kenilworth ward
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Figure B1 (continued):

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations: Summary
Division name
(by district council area)

Constituent district wards

29

Bushey North

Bushey North ward; Bushey St James’ ward (part)

30

Bushey South

Bushey Park ward; Bushey Heath ward; Bushey
St James’ ward (part)

31

Potters Bar East

Potters Bar Parkfield ward; Potters Bar Oakmere ward

32

Potters Bar West
& Shenley

Potters Bar Furzefield ward; Shenley ward

33

Watling

Aldenham East ward; Aldenham West ward; Elstree ward

NORTH HERTFORDSHIRE DISTRICT
34

Hitchin North

Hitchin Bearton ward; Hitchin Walsworth ward

35

Hitchin Rural

Cadwell ward; Hitchin Oughton ward; Hoo ward;
Offa ward

36

Hitchin South

Hitchin Highbury ward; Hitchin Priory ward

37

Knebworth & Codicote

Codicote ward; Hitchwood ward; Kimpton ward;
Knebworth ward; Graveley & Wymondley ward
(part – Wymondley parish)

38

Letchworth East &
Baldock

Baldock Town ward; Letchworth East ward

39

Letchworth North West

Letchworth Grange ward; Letchworth Wilbury ward

40

Letchworth South

Letchworth South East ward; Letchworth South West ward

41

North Herts Rural

Arbury ward; Baldock East ward; Ermine ward;
Graveley & Wymondley ward (part – Graveley parish);
Weston & Sandon ward

42

Royston

Unchanged (Royston Heath ward; Royston Meridian ward;
Royston Palace ward)

ST ALBANS CITY & DISTRICT
43

Harpenden North East

Harpenden East ward; Harpenden North ward

44

Harpenden South West

Harpenden South ward; Harpenden West ward

45

St Albans Central

Clarence ward; St Peter’s ward

46

St Albans East

Ashley ward; Cunningham ward

continued overleaf
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Figure B1 (continued):

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations: Summary
Division name
(by district council area)

Constituent district wards

47

St Albans North

Unchanged (Batchwood ward; Marshalswick South ward)

48

St Albans Rural

Unchanged (Redbourn ward; Wheathampstead ward)

49

St Albans South

Unchanged (Sopwell ward; Verulam ward)

50

St Stephen’s

Unchanged (St Stephen ward; Park Street ward)

51

Sandridge

Unchanged (Marshalswick North ward; Sandridge ward)

52

The Colneys

Unchanged (Colney Heath ward; London Colney ward)

STEVENAGE BOROUGH
53

Bedwell

Bedwell ward; Pin Green ward

54

Broadwater

Longmeadow ward; Roebuck ward

55

Chells

Chells ward; Manor ward

56

Old Stevenage

Old Town ward; Symond’s Green ward;
Woodfield ward (part)

57

St Nicholas

St Nicholas ward; Martin’s Wood ward;
Woodfield ward (part)

58

Shephall

Shephall ward; Bandley Hill ward

THREE RIVERS DISTRICT

52

59

Abbots Langley

Abbots Langley ward; Bedmond & Primrose Hill ward;
Leavesden ward

60

Chorleywood

Chorleywood East ward; Chorleywood West ward;
Langleybury ward; Sarratt ward

61

Croxley

Croxley Green ward; Croxley Green North ward;
Croxley Green South ward

62

Oxhey Park

Moor Park & Eastbury ward; Oxhey Hall ward;
Rickmansworth ward

63

Rickmansworth

Maple Cross & Mill End ward; Penn ward;
Rickmansworth West ward

64

South Oxhey

Ashridge ward; Carpenders Park ward; Hayling ward;
Northwick ward
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Figure B1 (continued):

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations: Summary
Division name
(by district council area)

Constituent district wards

WATFORD BOROUGH
65

Callowland Leggatts

Callowland ward; Leggatts ward

66

Central Oxhey

Central ward; Oxhey ward

67

Meriden Tudor

Meriden ward; Tudor ward

68

Nascot Park

Nascot ward; Park ward

69

Vicarage Holywell

Vicarage ward; Holywell ward

70

Woodside Stanborough

Unchanged (Woodside ward; Stanborough ward)

WELWYN HATFIELD DISTRICT
71

Haldens

Haldens ward; Panshanger ward; Sherrards ward (part)

72

Hatfield North

Hatfield Central ward; Hatfield North ward;
Hatfield East ward (part – East ward of Hatfield parish)

73

Hatfield Rural

Brookmans Park & Little Heath ward; Northaw ward;
Hatfield East ward (part – Essendon parish)

74

Hatfield South

Hatfield South ward; Hatfield West ward;
Welham Green ward

75

Welwyn

Welwyn North ward; Welwyn South ward;
Sherrards ward (part)

76

Welwyn Garden City South

Hollybush ward; Howlands ward

77

Welwyn Garden City West

Handside ward; Peartree ward

Notes: 1 The constituent district wards are those resulting from the electoral reviews of the 10 Hertfordshire districts which were
completed in 1998. 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. The maps in Appendix
A illustrate some of the proposed boundaries in more detail.
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Figure B2:

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations for Hertfordshire
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1999)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2004)

Variance
from
average
%

BROXBOURNE BOROUGH
1 Cheshunt Central

1

11,004

9

11,254

6

2 Flamstead End
& Turnford

1

12,042

19

12,524

18

3 Goffs Oak
& Bury Green

1

9,617

-5

11,327

7

4 Hoddesdon North

1

10,115

0

10,781

2

5 Hoddesdon South

1

12,337

22

12,783

21

6 Waltham Cross

1

9,877

-2

10,265

-3

DACORUM BOROUGH
7 Berkhamsted

1

8,553

-16

9,257

-13

8 Bridgewater

1

12,566

24

13,016

23

9 Hemel East

1

9,892

-2

10,022

-5

10 Hemel North East

1

10,220

1

10,224

-3

11 Hemel North West

1

11,439

13

11,715

11

12 Hemel St Paul’s

1

9,082

-10

9,228

-13

13 Hemel South East

1

10,847

7

10,987

4

14 Hemel Town

1

10,585

5

11,183

6

15 Kings Langley

1

10,317

2

10,453

-1

16 Tring

1

11,933

18

12,143

15

EAST HERTFORDSHIRE DISTRICT

54

17 All Saints

1

9,174

-9

9,856

-7

18 Bishop’s Stortford
East

1

9,386

-7

10,142

-4

19 Bishop’s Stortford
Rural

1

9,600

-5

10,286

-3
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Figure B2 (continued):

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations for Hertfordshire
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1999)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2004)

Variance
from
average
%

20 Bishop’s Stortford
West

1

10,226

1

11,762

11

21 Braughing

1

9,799

-3

9,897

-7

22 Hertford Rural

1

9,362

-8

9,600

-9

23 St Andrew’s

1

9,551

-6

9,793

-8

24 Sawbridgeworth

1

10,532

4

11,022

4

25 Ware North

1

9,793

-3

10,005

-6

26 Ware South

1

9,729

-4

10,009

-5

HERTSMERE BOROUGH
27 Borehamwood North

1

10,958

8

11,198

6

28 Borehamwood South

1

9,485

-6

9,941

-6

29 Bushey North

1

8,859

-12

10,147

-4

30 Bushey South

1

9,623

-5

9,839

-7

31 Potters Bar East

1

11,459

13

11,675

10

32 Potters Bar West
& Shenley

1

8,559

-15

9,159

-14

33 Watling

1

11,023

9

11,157

5

NORTH HERTFORDSHIRE DISTRICT
34 Hitchin North

1

10,778

6

11,200

6

35 Hitchin Rural

1

9,089

-10

9,319

-12

36 Hitchin South

1

9,603

-5

9,975

-6

37 Knebworth &
Codicote

1

10,757

6

11,005

4

38 Letchworth East
& Baldock

1

11,144

10

11,396

8

continued overleaf

L O C A L

G O V E R N M E N T

C O M M I S S I O N

F O R

E N G L A N D

55

Figure B2 (continued):

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations for Hertfordshire
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1999)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2004)

Variance
from
average
%

39 Letchworth
North West

1

9,286

-8

9,324

-12

40 Letchworth South

1

10,962

8

11,182

6

41 North Herts Rural

1

7,721

-24

11,553

9

42 Royston

1

11,167

10

12,163

15

ST ALBANS CITY & DISTRICT
43 Harpenden
North East

1

10,607

5

10,853

2

44 Harpenden
South West

1

10,956

8

11,064

4

45 St Albans Central

1

9,870

-2

10,678

1

46 St Albans East

1

9,720

-4

10,452

-1

47 St Albans North

1

10,167

0

10,689

1

48 St Albans Rural

1

9,396

-7

9,742

-8

49 St Albans South

1

10,547

4

10,719

1

50 St Stephen’s

1

10,542

4

10,666

1

51 Sandridge

1

8,781

-13

8,829

-17

52 The Colneys

1

9,203

-9

11,277

6

STEVENAGE BOROUGH

56

53 Bedwell

1

9,416

-7

9,418

-11

54 Broadwater

1

9,077

-10

9,153

-14

55 Chells

1

9,277

-8

9,583

-10

56 Old Stevenage

1

11,323

12

11,497

9

57 St Nicholas

1

10,272

1

11,666

10

58 Shephall

1

9,395

-7

9,433

-11
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Figure B2 (continued):

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations for Hertfordshire
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1999)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2004)

Variance
from
average
%

THREE RIVERS DISTRICT
59 Abbots Langley

1

9,291

-8

10,153

-4

60 Chorleywood

1

12,331

22

12,487

18

61 Croxley

1

8,797

-13

9,611

-9

62 Oxhey Park

1

9,059

-11

9,437

-11

63 Rickmansworth

1

9,196

-9

9,260

-13

64 South Oxhey

1

11,933

18

12,363

17

WATFORD BOROUGH
65 Callowland Leggatts

1

10,145

0

10,224

-3

66 Central Oxhey

1

9,664

-5

10,161

-4

67 Meriden Tudor

1

10,016

-1

10,066

-5

68 Nascot Park

1

10,022

-1

11,056

4

69 Vicarage Holywell

1

10,108

0

10,303

-3

70 Woodside Stanborough

1

10,237

1

10,510

-1

WELWYN HATFIELD DISTRICT
71 Haldens

1

10,139

0

10,589

0

72 Hatfield North

1

10,666

5

11,497

9

73 Hatfield Rural

1

11,172

10

11,255

6

74 Hatfield South

1

10,229

1

10,372

-2

75 Welwyn

1

11,452

13

11,660

10

76 Welwyn Garden City
South

1

8,756

-14

9,026

-15
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Figure B2 (continued):

The Commission’s Draft Recommendations for Hertfordshire
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1999)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2004)

Variance
from
average
%

1

9,630

-5

9,923

-6

Totals

77

779,443

-

815,439

-

Averages

-

10,123

-

10,590

-

77 Welwyn Garden
City West

Source: Electorate figures are based on material provided by Hertfordshire County Council.
Note: The electorate columns denote the number of electors represented by each councillor, as each division is represented by a
single councillor. The ‘variance from average’ column shows by 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. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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