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Summary
The Boundary Committee for England is an independent statutory body which
conducts electoral reviews of local authority areas. The broad purpose of an electoral
review is to decide on the appropriate electoral arrangements – the number of
councillors and the names, number and boundaries of wards or divisions – for a
specific local authority. We are conducting an electoral review of Northumberland to
ensure that the new unitary authority has appropriate electoral arrangements that
reflect its functions and political management structure.
The review aims to ensure that the number of voters represented by each councillor
is approximately the same. The Electoral Commission, which is the body responsible
for implementing our recommendations, directed us to undertake this review.
This review is being conducted in four stages:
Stage
One
Two
Three

Stage starts
17 February 2009
12 May 2009
25 August 2009

Four

17 November 2009

Description
Submission of proposals to us
Our analysis and deliberation
Publication of draft recommendations and
consultation on them
Analysis of submissions received and
formulation of final recommendations

Submissions received
We received 39 representations during our initial consultation on council size. During
Stage One we received 47 representations on division arrangements including
county-wide schemes from Northumberland County Council, the Conservative Group,
the Labour Group, the Liberal Democrat Group and a local resident. The county-wide
schemes received contained only limited evidence about community identity. We also
received localised evidence of community identity from parish and town councils in
the county. All submissions can be viewed on our website at
www.boundarycommittee.org.uk.

Analysis and draft recommendations
Electorate figures
The former County Council submitted electorate forecasts for December 2013, a
period five years on from the December 2008 electoral roll which is the basis for this
review. These forecasts projected an increase in the electorate of approximately
3.2% over this period.
We experienced some difficulty in confirming the accuracy of these figures, which
were originally produced by the former district councils. In particular, we noted a
number of anomalies which we raised with the new unitary authority and these were
later clarified. Given the abolition of the district councils, it has been difficult to
address issues in respect of the figures they supplied, but we thoroughly audited the
1

figures and confirmed the new unitary council is content with them.

Council size
We received proposals for council size ranging from 40 to 300 members. The former
County Council proposed a council size of 79 members and took an evidencedbased approach in its consideration. However, the evidence provided pointed
towards a council size of 67 members. We requested further evidence from the
County Council to support its proposed council size of 79 but the Council stated it
was unable to provide any further evidence. Consequently, we adopted a council size
of 67 which the County Council confirmed would ‘not adversely impact’ on the
governance arrangements of the new unitary council.

General analysis
Having considered the submissions received during Stage One, we have developed
proposals which are based broadly on those of the Council. We note some
consensus in the Council’s proposals and the county-wide schemes we received.
Where we have moved away from the Council’s proposals, we have sought to
improve the levels of electoral fairness and, where possible, reflect evidence of
community identity received during Stage One.
In some instances this has resulted in levels of electoral inequality that we would not
normally be inclined to adopt, in part the consequence of the extensive rural
composition of the authority with its dispersed population. We have sought to reflect
community identities, communication links and geographic factors.

What happens next?
There will now be a consultation period, during which we encourage comment on our
draft recommendations on the proposed electoral arrangements for Northumberland
County Council contained in the report. We take this consultation very seriously
and it is therefore important that all those interested in the review should let us
have their views and evidence, whether or not they agree with these draft
proposals. We will take into account all submissions received by 16 November
2009. Any received after this date may not be taken into account.
We would particularly welcome local views backed up by demonstrable evidence. We
will consider all the evidence submitted to us during the consultation period before
preparing our final recommendations.
Express your views by writing directly to us:
Review Officer
Northumberland Review
The Boundary Committee for England
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Street
London SW1P 2HW
reviews@boundarycommittee.org.uk
The full report is available to download at www.boundarycommittee.org.uk.
2
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Introduction

1
The Electoral Commission has directed the Boundary Committee to conduct a
review of the electoral arrangements for the new Northumberland unitary authority.
The review commenced on 15 July 2008. We wrote to the principal local authorities
in Northumberland (the former county and district councils) together with other
interested parties, inviting the submission of proposals to us on the council size for
the new council. Subsequent to our decision on the appropriate council size, we
invited the submission of proposals to us on the division arrangements for the new
council. The submissions we received during these stages of the review have
informed the draft recommendations in this report. We are now conducting a full
public consultation on those recommendations.

What is an electoral review?
2
The main aim of an electoral review is to try to ensure ‘electoral equality’, which
means that all councillors in a single authority represent approximately the same
number of electors. Our objective is to make recommendations that will improve
electoral equality, while also trying to reflect communities in the area and provide for
effective and convenient local government.
3
Our three main considerations – equalising the number of electors each
councillor represents; reflecting community identity; and providing for effective and
convenient local government – are set out in legislation1 and our task is to strike the
best balance between them when making our recommendations.
4
Our powers, as well as the guidance we have provided for electoral reviews and
further information on the review process, can be found on our website at
www.boundarycommittee.org.uk.

Why are we conducting a review in Northumberland?
5
In December 2007, the Government approved a bid from Northumberland
County Council for a unitary council to take over the responsibility for all local
government services in those areas in Northumberland formerly provided by the
county and the six district councils. A Statutory Instrument was subsequently
approved by Parliament on 25 February 2008, establishing a new Northumberland
unitary authority from 1 April 2009. The Electoral Commission is obliged, by law, to
consider whether an electoral review is needed, following such a change in local
government. Its view was that an electoral review of Northumberland was appropriate
at the earliest opportunity.

1

Section 13(5) of the Local Government Act 1992, as amended by the Local Government and Public
Involvement in Health Act 2007, Chapter 2, Section 56.

3

How will our recommendations affect you?
6
Our recommendations will determine how many councillors will serve on the
council. They will also decide which electoral division you vote in, which other
communities are in that division and, in some instances, which parish or town council
wards you vote in. Your electoral division name may change, as may the names of
parish or town council wards in the area. If you live in a parish, the name or
boundaries of that parish will not change.
7
It is therefore important that you let us have your comments and views on our
draft recommendations. We encourage comments from everyone in the community,
regardless of whether you agree with our draft recommendations or not. Our
recommendations are evidence based and we would therefore like to stress the
importance of providing evidence in any comments on our recommendations, rather
than relying on assertion. We will be accepting comments and views until 16
November 2009. After this point, we will be formulating our final recommendations
which we are due to publish in spring 2010. Details on how to submit proposals can
be found on page 27 and more information can be found on our website,
www.boundarycommittee.org.uk.

What is the Boundary Committee for England?
8
The Boundary Committee for England is a statutory committee of the Electoral
Commission, an independent body set up by Parliament under the Political Parties,
Elections and Referendums Act 2000. It is responsible for conducting reviews as
directed by the Electoral Commission or the Secretary of State.
Members of the Committee are:
Max Caller CBE (Chair)
Jane Earl
Joan Jones CBE
Dr Peter Knight CBE DL
Professor Colin Mellors
Director:
Archie Gall

4
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Analysis and draft recommendations

9
Before finalising our recommendations on the new electoral arrangements for
the unitary authority of Northumberland County Council we invite views on our initial
thoughts, expressed in these draft recommendations. We welcome comments from
anyone, relating to the number of councillors, proposed division boundaries, division
names, and parish or town council electoral arrangements. We will consider all the
evidence submitted to us during the consultation period before preparing our final
recommendations.
10 As described earlier, our prime aim when recommending new electoral
arrangements for Northumberland is to achieve a level of electoral fairness – that is,
each elector’s vote being worth the same as another’s. In doing so we must have
regard to the Local Government Act 1992,2 with the need to:
•
•
•

secure effective and convenient local government
reflect the identities and interests of local communities
provide for equality of representation

11 Legislation also states that our recommendations are not intended to be based
solely on the existing number of electors in an area, but also on estimated changes in
the number and distribution of electors likely to take place over the next five years.
We must also try to recommend strong, clearly identifiable boundaries for the
divisions we put forward at the end of the review.
12 In reality, the achievement of absolute electoral fairness is unlikely to be
attainable and there must be a degree of flexibility. However, our approach is to keep
variances in the number of electors each councillor represents to a minimum. We
therefore recommend strongly that, in formulating proposals for us to consider, local
authorities and other interested parties should also try to keep variances to a
minimum, making adjustments to reflect relevant factors such as community identity
and interests. As mentioned above, we aim to recommend a scheme which provides
improved electoral fairness over a five-year period.
13 Our recommendations cannot affect the external boundaries of the county of
Northumberland or the external boundaries or names of parish or town councils, or
result in changes to postcodes. Nor is there any evidence that our recommendations
will have an adverse effect on local taxes, house prices, or car and house insurance
premiums. Our proposals do not take account of parliamentary constituency
boundaries, and we are not, therefore, able to take into account any representations
which are based on these issues.

Submissions received
14 Prior to and during the initial stage of the review, members and officers of the
Committee visited Northumberland and met with officers, members and parish and
town councils. We are grateful to all concerned for their co-operation and assistance.
We received 39 submissions during our initial consultation on council size for the new
2

Section 13(5) of the LGA 1992, as amended by the Local Government and Public Involvement in
Health Act 2007, Chapter 2, Section 56.
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authority, and 47 representations during Stage One, all of which may be inspected at
both our offices and those of the County Council. All representations received can
also be viewed on our website at www.boundarycommittee.org.uk.

Electorate figures
15 As part of this review, Northumberland County Council, supported by the former
district councils in the county, submitted electorate forecasts for the year 2013,
projecting an increase in the electorate of approximately 3.2% over the five-year
period from 2008 to 2013.
16 We experienced some difficulty in obtaining accurate figures for the purposes of
this electoral review. The figures were originally produced by the former district
councils and compiled by the former County Council. However, we noted a number
of anomalies which we raised with the new unitary authority and they were later
clarified.
17 Given the abolition of the former district councils who originally produced the
figures, it has been difficult to address the anomalies we discovered. However, we
have thoroughly audited the figures and confirmed that the authority is content with
them.
18 During Stage One, we received no specific comments about the electorate
figures. Noting the lack of any evidence to contradict the Council’s forecasts, we are
therefore broadly content to accept them as the basis of our draft recommendations.

Council size
19 The Northumberland (Structural Change) Order (‘the Order’) provided electoral
arrangements for the new unitary council to reflect those of the former
Northumberland County Council. The new unitary authority is therefore currently
operating with a council size (the term we use to describe the total number of
councillors elected to any authority) of 67 members.
20 As the unitary authority is a new council, with new responsibilities from those of
the former county and district councils, it is necessary to consider the number of
members required for the new authority to provide for effective and convenient local
government. Furthermore, it is important to consider this in isolation from the former
number of county and district councillors for Northumberland, and to consider how
the new authority is managed and how it intends to engage with and empower its
local communities.
21 At the beginning of the electoral review, we consulted specifically on council
size. During the Council Size Stage, we received 39 submissions with regard to the
proposed council size for the new unitary authority. These submissions may be
inspected at both our offices and those of the County Council. All representations
received can also be viewed on our website at www.boundarycommittee.org.uk.
22 We received proposals for 12 different council sizes reflecting a lack of
consensus during this stage. The proposals ranged from 40 to 300 elected members
and included proposals for a council size of 67 (as per the former county electoral
arrangements and provided by the Order) from several respondents. The former
6

councils of Alnwick District, Berwick-upon-Tweed Borough, Blyth Valley Borough,
Northumberland County and Tynedale District proposed council sizes of 85, 83, 99,
79 and 76 respectively.
23 The County Council took an evidence-based approach in its consideration of
council size and outlined the allocation of members to responsibilities. As the only
representation that provided evidence in the context of the proposed political
management structure of the new unitary authority, we considered the County
Council’s proposals for a council size of 79.
24 The County Council stated the proposed political management structure would
operate at three levels: countywide, where strategic services would be managed;
area, where members would ‘be responsible for planning and regulatory services and
scrutiny of all local services and community issues’; and community, where
engagement with parish and town councils and community groups would be
enhanced.
25 The County Council expressed a preference for 79 members for the new unitary
authority. However, both the evidence in relation to how the Council’s political
management structure would function and the basis of membership to Area Meetings
appeared to have been provided in the context of a council size of 67. Furthermore,
the County Council’s proposal for a council size of 79 appeared contingent on
maintaining the existing council size of 67 until 2013.
26 The County Council added that, based on the projected electorate in 2013, a
council size of 79 would maintain a similar councillor:elector ratio as at present. The
County Council argued this as the basis of its proposal for a council size of 79.
27 Other than achieving its desired councillor:elector ratio, the County Council did
not provide a persuasive rationale to support a council size of 79. Consequently, we
did not consider there to be clear evidence demonstrating how the County Council’s
preference for 79 councillors had been concluded.
28 Notwithstanding this, we considered the County Council’s proposal had merit
regarding the proposed political management structure of the new unitary authority.
We therefore requested further information from the County Council to support its
proposed council size of 79. However, the Council stated that it was unable to
provide ‘additional evidence’ to support its initial proposal. Given the lack of evidence
to support this proposal, we were therefore minded to adopt a council size of 67
which, we considered, flowed from the evidence in the County Council’s proposals.
Furthermore, the County Council stated a council size of 67 would ‘not adversely
impact on political management and planned local governance arrangements’.
29 Accordingly, during Stage One we invited representations on division
arrangements based on a council size of 67. We also invited comments on this
proposed council size.
30 During Stage One, we received comments relating to council size from the
former Blyth Valley Borough Council, Ponteland Town Council and Newton on the
Moor & Swarland Parish Council. Blyth Valley Borough Council reiterated its
proposed council size of 99 members. However, it did not provide any evidence in
support. Ponteland Town Council and Newton on the Moor & Swarland Parish
Council both opposed the proposed council size of 67 members as being insufficient.
7

However, they did not provide evidence to support this view, nor an alternative
council size. No other comments on council size were received.
31 In the absence of persuasive evidence to the contrary, and what appears
acceptance of the proposed number, we are content that a council size of 67
members would provide effective and convenient local government in the context of
the new Council’s internal political management structure and will facilitate the
representational role of unitary councillors. However, we welcome any further
evidence from interested parties on this matter during this consultation on our draft
recommendations.

Electoral fairness
32 As discussed in the introduction to this report, the prime aim of an electoral
review is to achieve electoral fairness within a local authority.
33 Electoral fairness, in the sense of each elector in a local authority having a vote
of equal weight when it comes to the election of councillors, is a fundamental
democratic principle. The Electoral Commission expects the Boundary Committee’s
recommendations to provide for electoral fairness whilst ensuring that we reflect
communities in the area, and provide for effective and convenient local government.
34 In seeking to achieve electoral fairness, we work out the average number of
electors per councillor. The county average is calculated by dividing the total
electorate of the county (244,832 in December 2008 and 252,613 by December
2013) by the total number of councillors representing them on the council, 67 under
our draft recommendations. Therefore, the average number of electors per councillor
under our draft recommendations is 3,654 in 2008 and 3,770 by 2013.
35 Under our draft recommendations, the number of electors per councillor in six of
the 66 divisions will vary by more than 10% from the average across the county by
2013. Those divisions which vary by more than 10% are discussed in further detail
below. However, overall, we are satisfied that we have achieved good levels of
electoral fairness under our draft recommendations for Northumberland.

General analysis
36 During Stage One, we received eight county-wide schemes. We received
county-wide schemes from Northumberland County Council (‘the Council’), the
Conservative Group, the Labour Group, the Liberal Democrat Group and a local
resident. Three respondents – the Northumberland Local Government Committee –
Labour, Hadston House Youth and Community Building and another local resident –
submitted identical proposals to the Labour Group. Mrs Trevelyan, a Prospective
Parliamentary Candidate, submitted proposals identical to the Conservative Group
for the north of the county, broadly covering the Berwick and Alnwick areas. The
county-wide schemes were all based on a council size of 67, as proposed during our
council size consultation. With the exception of the local resident, the proposals also
supported a uniform pattern of single-member divisions.
37 We note some consensus between the county-wide schemes received.
Typically, the proposals have used as their base the county divisions of the former
8

County Council and, broadly speaking, proposed modifications have been to improve
electoral equality.
38 The county-wide schemes received were not supported by sufficient evidence
of community identity and interests. Instead, electoral equality appears to have been
the main driver. We considered there to be a number of arbitrary boundaries within
the county-wide schemes received, seemingly the consequence of respondents
seeking to achieve the best possible electoral equality.
39 The remainder of the submissions received were localised comments. However,
again the majority did not provide evidence of community identities or interests to
support the assertions made. We also received a number of proposals from parish
and town councils seeking to amend external parish boundaries. However, this is not
within our remit and can only be carried out by Northumberland County Council
under a community governance review.
40 We note that the Council’s scheme has a broad measure of political support.
Although each group submitted their own proposals they all voted to endorse the
Council scheme as a compromise. These proposals also provide for good electoral
equality. We have therefore based our proposals broadly on the council’s scheme
with a number of modifications outlined in this report.
41 In some areas where alternative county-wide schemes have significantly
deviated from the Council’s proposals this would have a notable knock-on effect on
proposals for neighbouring areas, for which there is wider support. Given the lack of
evidence relating to community identities and interests, we have therefore focused on
achieving good electoral equality and strong boundaries that would provide for
effective and convenient local government. However, where respondents have
provided evidence of community identity, we have sought to reflect this in our draft
recommendations.
42 Our proposals are for a pattern of 65 single-member divisions and one twomember division. Where practicable, we consider our proposals provide good
electoral equality while seeking to reflect community identities and interests where
we have received such evidence. We have also sought to reflect communication links
and, where possible, use parishes as the ‘building blocks’ of the proposed divisions.
43 During Stage Three we welcome comments on our draft recommendations,
particularly in relation to those areas where we did not receive representations
beyond the county-wide schemes received during Stage One. We are also
particularly keen to receive comments in relation to the western and central areas of
the county where we faced some difficulties recommending a scheme that would
reflect, in our view, community identities and secure good levels of electoral equality.
We highlight specific issues in these areas.

Electoral arrangements
44 This section of the report details the submissions received, our consideration on
them, and our draft recommendations for each area of Northumberland. The
following areas are considered in turn:
•

Northern Northumberland (pages 10–14)
9

•
•

Central and west Northumberland (pages 14–19)
South east Northumberland (page 19–20)

45 Details of our draft recommendations are set out in Table C1 on pages 36–40,
and illustrated on the large maps accompanying this report.

Northern Northumberland
46 Northern Northumberland broadly comprises the area covered by the former
Berwick-upon-Tweed Borough Council and Alnwick District Council. Berwick-uponTweed borders Scotland and the entire area is characterised by a rural geography
containing most of Northumberland National Park and the Cheviot Hills.
47 During Stage One, in addition to county-wide proposals discussed in paragraph
36, we received 12 specific comments in relation to this area from three Alnwick
councillors, seven parish councils (four in Berwick-upon-Tweed and three in Alnwick),
one parish councillor in Alnwick and one local resident. These submissions can be
viewed on our website.
48 As discussed in paragraph 40, we have developed proposals which are broadly
based on the county-wide scheme of the Council. However, particularly in the
Berwick-upon-Tweed area, we noted similarities between the county-wide schemes
received during Stage One.
49 The Council’s proposed divisions in this area would provide good electoral
equality with the exception of its proposed Bamburgh division. We therefore sought
to address the poor electoral equality in this division. We also sought modifications in
Alnwick town that we considered would provide clearer boundaries and facilitate
effective and convenient local government.
Berwick-upon-Tweed
50 The Council’s proposed Bamburgh division in the Berwick-upon-Tweed area
would have 13% more electors per councillor than the county average by 2013. This
level of electoral inequality would be higher than we would normally be minded to
adopt.
51 The county-wide schemes received for this area all differed slightly. Of the
county-wide schemes received, the proposals from the Council, the Conservative
Group and Mrs Trevelyan all reflected the north-to-south orientation of the
communication links in this area, including the A1 and the railway. However, the
proposals of the Conservative Group and Mrs Trevelyan would provide better
electoral equality.
52 The Conservative Group proposal would see Ellingham parish transfer from the
Council’s proposed Longhoughton division, to the proposed adjacent Bamburgh
division. Also, the proposed Bamburgh division would cede Beadnell parish to the
proposed Longhoughton division.
53 This proposal would result in Bamburgh and Longhoughton divisions having 3%
less and 10% more electors per councillor, respectively, than the county average by
2013.
10

54 We therefore propose adopting the proposal of the Conservative Group and Mrs
Trevelyan. This will provide improved electoral equality while reflecting
communication links in this area. We acknowledge that we have not received
evidence of community identity to support this division pattern. However, in the
absence of such evidence, we are of the view that our recommendations provide the
best option at this time. We would particularly welcome further comments on our
recommendations for this area during this consultation stage.
55 We received a proposal, supported by evidence of community identity, from
Doddington Parish Council in support of its inclusion in the proposed Wooler division.
The Parish Council stated that ‘the town of Wooler provides essential services
(schools, shops, medical centres etc) to the surrounding parishes’. The Parish
Council also cited the River Till, which runs through the parishes comprising the
proposed Wooler division, as a uniting geographic feature which has ‘led to a social
integration of the Parishes currently with[in] the [existing] Wooler division’.
56 There was agreement by all respondents for the Council’s proposed Wooler
division. Given the evidence of community identity and good electoral equality this
division would have, we propose adopting the Council’s proposed Wooler division.
This division would have 3% more electors per councillor than the county average by
2013.
Alnwick town and its hinterland
57 We received varying proposals for Alnwick town and its hinterland. The Council
proposed a single-member Alnwick division, comprising much of Alnwick town, and a
single-member Lesbury division. The Council’s proposed Lesbury division would form
a “doughnut” around the proposed Alnwick division. It would comprise the parishes of
Alnmouth, Denwick, Lesbury and part of Alnwick parish. The Council’s proposed
Lesbury and Alnwick divisions would have 5% more and an equal number of electors
per councillor, respectively, than the county average by 2013. The Labour Group
proposed a similar division pattern as did the local resident, the latter proposing the
existing division arrangements, on which the Council’s proposals are based.
58 The Council’s proposed divisions in this area would result in very good electoral
equality. However, we considered its proposed Alnwick division would have an
unclear boundary and would arbitrarily split Alnwick town.
59 The eastern boundary of the Council’s proposed Alnwick division would largely
follow Wagon Way Road, thus separating a large number of properties from the
majority of Alnwick town. The properties to the east of Wagon Way Road would
comprise part of the Council’s proposed Lesbury division with the remainder of
Alnwick town’s rural hinterland.
60 The Conservative Group, the Liberal Democrat Group and Councillor Castle
(Alnwick) all proposed two divisions, each comprising part of Alnwick town plus the
rural areas to the north and south of the town. Again this would result in a split of
Alnwick town, broadly based on the former Alnwick district wards of Alnwick Clayport
and Alnwick Hotspur.
61 In considering a split of Alnwick town, the most appropriate boundary would
appear to follow the former district ward boundaries, largely following Clayport Street,
as proposed by the Liberal Democrat Group. However, the disparity in the number of
electors between the north and south of Alnwick town would not provide good
11

electoral equality. Seeking to address this with an alternative boundary, as proposed
by the Conservative Party and Councillor Castle, would result in an insufficiently clear
boundary. As with the Council’s proposed division pattern, this would effectively
divide what appears to be a coherent urban community.
62 We had a number of concerns over the splitting of Alnwick in the manner
proposed by respondents and looked at alternatives that might, in the interest of
community identity, keep the town in a single division.
63 We consider the rural hinterland of Alnwick looks towards the town and shares
good communication links via the A1, the A1068 and the B6341. The River Aln also
runs east to west in the area serving as a geographical uniting feature in the region.
Given the communication links and apparent geographic commonality of the wider
area, we therefore propose a two-member Alnwick division comprising the parishes
of Alnmouth, Alnwick, Denwick and Lesbury. This division would comprise the whole
of the Council’s proposed Alnwick and Lesbury divisions. A two-member Alnwick
division would have 3% more electors per councillor than the county average by
2013.
64 We acknowledge that we have not received evidence of community identities to
support this division. However, in the absence of such evidence, we are of the view
that our recommendations provide the best option at this time. We would particularly
welcome further comments on our recommendations for this area during this
consultation stage.
65 We also received comments in relation to the coastal area south-east of Alnwick
town. The Conservative Group, Mrs Trevelyan and Councillor Watson (Amble West
with Warkworth) proposed Alnmouth parish be included in Amble West with
Warkworth division, adjacent to our proposed Alnwick division. Councillor Watson
stated ‘there are excellent road connections between the towns of Warkworth, Amble
and Alnmouth as they all sit along the trunk road A1068 and all three are coastal
towns and have lots in common’.
66 We acknowledge that this proposal would unite similar coastal communities and
may reflect community interests. However, we note it would only afford Alnmouth
parish access to the rest of the division via the B1339 and the A1068 in Lesbury
parish to the north. As part of our draft recommendations, Lesbury parish would be
included in our proposed Alnwick division, adjacent to Amble West with Warkworth
division. In effect, the only major communication link between the two areas would
require residents of Alnmouth to enter Lesbury division in order to access the
remainder of Councillor Watson’s proposed division. We are therefore not minded to
adopt this proposal.
67 In the Amble area, the Conservative Group, the Labour Group, the Liberal
Democrat Group, Mrs Trevelyan and the local resident proposed that Amble be
contained within one division. However, given the size of the electorate of Amble,
keeping the entire area within one division, as proposed by the Council, would result
in poor electoral equality, as acknowledged by Amble Town Council. Furthermore,
adopting such a division pattern would have a significant knock-on effect to our
proposed divisions in this area and beyond. In the absence of evidence of community
identities and interests, we are not minded to adopt this proposal.
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Rothbury and its hinterland
68 The county-wide schemes received for this area were all broadly based on the
existing Rothbury division, comprising Rothbury and its hinterland.
69 Councillor Bridget (Rothbury) proposed that Rothbury division cede the parishes
of Alnham, Callaly, Glanton and Whittingham to create a ‘Coquetdale’ division. It was
stated that this would reflect the communities of Coquetdale Valley and would
comprise the aforementioned parishes plus the existing Longhoughton division.
Councillor Bridget asserted that these parishes look towards Alnwick and stated that
‘Alnwick is the most common shopping area for these parishes’. However, this
proposal would have a significant consequential effect on our proposed divisions in
the remainder of northern Northumberland. Given the limited evidence of community
identities to support this proposal, we are therefore not minded to adopt it as part of
our draft recommendations.
70 We received three further localised submissions with regard to this area.
Whitton & Tosson Parish Council proposed its inclusion in a Rothbury division, as
proposed by the Council. The Parish Council provided some evidence of community
identity in support, stating ‘this [Rothbury] village is really the base of our parish for
commercial reasons, health care, banking etc’.
71 Councillor Famelton (Hollinghill Parish Council) and a local resident both
proposed the inclusion of Hollinghill parish (to the south of Rothbury) in a Rothbury
division. Under the Council’s proposal, Hollinghill parish would be included in its
proposed Longhorsley division. Councillor Bridget proposed that the parishes of
Elsdon, Hollinghill, Nunnykirk and Rothley, to the south of Rothbury, be included in a
Rothbury division. This would reflect the existing division arrangements for Rothbury.
However, we are not persuaded we have received sufficient evidence of community
identities and interests to support the inclusion of these parishes in a Rothbury
division. Councillor Bridget considered there was vehement opposition among the
affected parishes to moving them out of a Rothbury division. He stated that ‘their
churches are in Rothbury and they shop in Rothbury. All of their natural links are with
Rothbury’.
72 We note that the B6342 provides a clear communication link and that there is
some evidence of community identity to suggest that parishes to the south do indeed
look toward Rothbury. However, including all of these parishes in a Rothbury division
would result in poor levels of electoral equality. Rothbury division and the adjacent
Longhorsley division would have 12% more and 17% fewer electors per councillor,
respectively, than the county average by 2013. This is in contrast to the Council’s
proposals in this area which have good levels of electoral equality. The Council’s
proposed Rothbury and Longhorsley divisions would have variances of equal to and
5% fewer electors per councillor respectively, than the county average by 2013.
73 Councillor Bridget’s proposal would result in levels of electoral equality that we
would not normally be minded to adopt without strong and persuasive evidence. We
also note that, with the exception of Councillor Famelton, we have not received
comments from these parishes or their elected members. However, we acknowledge
the merit of Councillor Bridget’s proposal and welcome further comment and
evidence of community identity during Stage Three.
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74 We have, however, considered the merits of including Hollinghill in Rothbury
division. Good evidence of community identity to support the inclusion of Hollinghill
parish in a Rothbury division was provided by a local resident. The local resident
stated that ‘Hollinghill Parish looks to Rothbury rather than Longhorsley… Rothbury
has a full range of shops, two banks, middle and first schools and a comprehensive
range of leisure and social facilities, which are all central to the daily lives of families
in our parish. Rothbury is four miles away on the good, straight B6342 road’.
75 Given the evidence provided, we propose including Hollinghill parish in
Rothbury division. This would have a negligible impact on electoral equality with
Rothbury and Longhorsley divisions having 2% more and 7% fewer electors per
councillor, respectively, than the county average by 2013. Given the evidence of
community identity received, we consider the proposed Rothbury division will provide
a good reflection of community identity in this area.
76 Councillor Bridget proposed Rothbury division be named Coquetvale division to
reflect the inclusion of the parishes of Alnham, Callaly, Glanton and Whittingham.
However, Councillor Bridget did not provide evidence of community identity to
support a deviation from the division name of Rothbury as the main settlement of the
area. We therefore confirm the division name of Rothbury as part of our draft
recommendations, but again welcome views on this matter.
77 Given the rural sparsity in this part of the county and our desire, where possible,
to use whole parishes as the building blocks for divisions, the alternative county-wide
schemes received in relation to this area would have a consequential knock-on effect
to the areas far beyond Rothbury village where we propose to adopt the Council’s
scheme and where there is support of its proposals.
78 In the remainder of northern Northumberland, we propose adopting the
Council’s proposals without modification. These would provide for good levels of
electoral equality.
79 Table C1 (on pages 36–40) provides details of the electoral variances of our
draft recommendations for divisions in northern Northumberland. Our draft
recommendations are shown on Map 1 accompanying this report.

Central and west Northumberland
80 Central and west Northumberland broadly comprises the area covered by the
former Castle Morpeth Borough Council and Tynedale District Council. Tynedale is
characterised by a rural geography comprising parts of Northumberland National
Park and Kielder Forest to the west. The south of Tynedale and the Morpeth area is
characterised by scattered urban settlements and market towns.
81 During Stage One, in addition to county-wide proposals discussed in paragraph
36, we received 23 specific comments in relation to this area from Peter Atkinson MP
(Hexham), seven councillors (four in Morpeth and three in Tynedale), twelve parish
councils (five in Morpeth and seven in Tynedale), one community group in Morpeth
and two local political groups in Tynedale. These submissions can be viewed on our
website.
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82 As discussed in paragraph 40, we have developed proposals which are broadly
based on the county-wide scheme of the Council. The majority of divisions proposed
by the Council in this area were also proposed by the Conservative Group and the
Labour Group. Similarly, the local resident’s proposals share a measure of
consensus with those of the Council. However, the Liberal Democrat Group
proposed several alternative proposals to those of the Council which, would have a
consequential knock-on effect to our proposed divisions in this and adjoining areas.
83 The Council’s proposed divisions in this area would provide good electoral
equality. Only the Council’s proposed divisions in Prudhoe town and its proposed
Haltwhistle and South Tynedale divisions would have electoral variances of more
than 10% from the county average by 2013.
South west Northumberland
84 As mentioned above, the Council’s proposed Haltwhistle and South Tynedale
divisions would have somewhat more electors per councillor than the county
average, 11% more electors per councillor than the county average by 2013.
85 Given these divisions are adjacent and based on whole parishes, any
modification would have a negligible effect on electoral equality and would result in
an arbitrary boundary. We do not consider the electoral variances in this area to
warrant wider changes to electoral divisions that would impact on adjoining
communities. We also note consensus amongst the Council, the Conservative Group
and the Labour Group in support of these divisions, with very similar proposals from
the local resident. We also note that Councillor Horncastle (South Tynedale)
proposed the existing division arrangements for South Tynedale, the same as the
Council’s proposed South Tynedale division.
86 We are willing, therefore, to accept the electoral equality in these divisions.
However, we note that Featherstone parish, within the Council’s proposed Haydon &
Hadrian division, seemingly looks towards the village of Haltwhistle. Indeed, for
Featherstone parish to access the proposed Haydon & Hadrian division, the main
communication link is via the village of Haltwhistle. We are therefore of the view that
the proposed Haydon & Hadrian division may not reflect effective and convenient
local government. Featherstone parish is also linked to Haltwhistle via the River
South Tyne and Bellister Bank.
87 We therefore propose that Featherstone parish be transferred to Haltwhistle
division. This modification would have an impact on electoral equality. Under the
Council’s proposals, Haydon & Hadrian and Haltwhistle divisions would have 2%
fewer and 11% more electors per councillor, respectively, than the county average by
2013. However, our proposal would result in these divisions having 5% less and 14%
more electors per councillor, respectively, than the county average by 2013. This
change also reflects the local resident’s county-wide proposals for this area.
88 We acknowledge that our proposal would worsen electoral equality and result in
a higher variance for Haltwhistle division than we would normally be minded to adopt.
However, despite the absence of community identity evidence, we consider our
proposal would better reflect communication links in the area and provide effective
and convenient local government. We welcome further comments on this division
pattern during this consultation stage.
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89 Kirkwhelpington Parish Council made general comments in relation to the
geographical size of the proposed Bellingham division. While we acknowledge the
Parish Council’s concerns on the basis of effective and convenient local government,
we note that divisions of this size are likely to occur in rural areas. Given its proximity
to the county border and that much of the proposed Bellingham division includes
Kielder Forest and Redesdale Forest, a division of this size is, in our view,
unavoidable.
Hexham town and its hinterland
90 Broadly speaking, the county-wide schemes received for Hexham town and its
hinterland are similar. With the exception of the Council’s proposed Hexham Central
with Acomb division, the Council’s proposals for Hexham town are identical to those
of the Conservative Group, the Labour Group and the Liberal Democrat Group.
91 The Council, the Conservative Group and the Labour Group submitted identical
proposals for Hexham Central with Acomb. However, the Liberal Democrat Group
proposed an alternative division pattern which would have a knock-on effect to our
proposed divisions in the wider area. The local resident proposed an alternative
division pattern in this area, based on grouping existing divisions.
92 We also received a proposal from Councillor Fearon (Corbridge) who proposed
retaining the existing division arrangements for Corbridge, as put forward by the
Council. Councillor Fearon provided some evidence of community identity to support
her proposal and stated the constituent areas ‘share sports facilities and interests’.
93 The Council’s proposed Hexham Central with Acomb, Hexham East and
Hexham West divisions would have good electoral equality with 9% fewer, 4% fewer
and 3% fewer electors per councillor, respectively, than the county average by 2013.
94 Given the broad consensus in support of the Council’s proposals for this area
and the good electoral equality which would result, we propose broadly adopting this
division pattern as part of our draft recommendations. We do, however, propose
minor modifications to Hexham West and Hexham Central with Acomb divisions.
These are minor boundary modifications which will provide stronger boundaries tying
them to clearly identifiable ground detail and without any significant impact on
electoral equality.
95 We propose following the Cockshaw Burn until the B6531. Under the Council’s
proposal, the boundary deviates from the Cockshaw Burn south of Seal Bank. West
of Windmill Hill, we also propose including the properties on Kingsgate Terrace in the
Hexham West division.
96 Where the boundary between the proposed Hexham West and Hexham Central
with Acomb divisions runs south of St Johns Road, we propose using the disused
reservoir (‘Wydon Water’) as a boundary and transferring the properties south of St
Johns Road into Hexham Central with Acomb division.
97 Where the boundary between the proposed Hexham West and Hexham Central
with Acomb divisions runs via the Golf Course of Hexham Golf Club, we propose
using the eastern boundary of the Club as a clear and stronger boundary.
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98 Consequently Hexham West and Hexham Central with Acomb divisions will
have 7% fewer and 4% fewer electors per councillor, respectively, than the county
average by 2013.
Ponteland town and its hinterland
99 We received varying proposals for Ponteland town and its hinterland. With the
exception of the Liberal Democrat Group, the county-wide proposals received in
relation to this area were all based on a four-way split of the parish, as is the case
under the existing arrangements for the county but with some modifications. The
Liberal Democrat Group proposed division arrangements which would deviate from
this pattern.
100 The Council proposed a division pattern of four single-member divisions:
Ponteland East & Stannington, Ponteland North, Ponteland South with Heddon, and
Ponteland West. These divisions would have 6% fewer, 9% fewer, 9% fewer and 8%
fewer electors per councillor, respectively, than the county average by 2013.
101 We note that Whittington Parish Council opposed the Council’s proposed
Ponteland West division. The Parish Council asserted that Whittington parish looks
towards the adjacent Humshaugh division and should therefore be transferred to the
Humshaugh division rather than be incorporated in the proposed Ponteland West
division. However, the Parish Council did not provide evidence of community identity
to support this proposal, which would result in a high electoral variance.
102 We found it particularly challenging to identify an appropriate pattern in this area
and, initially, sought to avoid a split of Ponteland town. We felt a split of Ponteland
town would divide an apparently cohesive community. We therefore explored
alternative division arrangements for Ponteland and its hinterland that might avoid
this. However, given the size of the electorate within Ponteland and the rural sparsity
of the surrounding area, some division of the town is unavoidable.
103 We considered an alternative division pattern that would reduce the number of
divisions by which Ponteland town would be split. We explored a pattern of two, twomember divisions, broadly based on combining the Council’s proposed Ponteland
South with Heddon and Ponteland East divisions, and its proposed Ponteland North
and Ponteland West divisions. Such a division pattern would result in good electoral
equality.
104 However, on balance, we are minded to adopt the Council’s proposed division
pattern in this area. In the absence of evidence to the contrary, we do not feel the
alternative option we considered would provide a notably better balance between the
statutory criteria when compared with the Council’s proposals. We also note that the
Council’s proposal provides reasonable electoral equality. However, we particularly
welcome further comments on this division pattern during this consultation stage.
Prudhoe town and its hinterland
105 As discussed in paragraph 83, the Council’s proposed divisions in Prudhoe
town would have marginally more electors per councillor than the county average.
Broadly speaking, we note consensus amongst the county-wide schemes for the
proposed divisions in Prudhoe town. However, the Liberal Democrat Group proposed
a pattern of division arrangements which would deviate from this with a knock-on
effect beyond Prudhoe town. We also note that Councillor Dale (Stocksfield with
Broomhaugh), the Prudhoe Town Council Labour Group and the Prudhoe & District
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Labour Party submitted the same proposal as the Council. Councillor Dale also
proposed a Stocksfield with Broomhaugh division as put forward by the Council.
106 The Council’s proposed Prudhoe East and Prudhoe West division would have
13% more and 12% more electors per councillor, respectively, than the county
average by 2013. However, seeking to address these variances would potentially
result in division boundaries that would not reflect community identities and would
only result in a minimal improvement in electoral equality. We therefore propose
adopting the Council’s proposed divisions in Prudhoe town as part of our draft
recommendations.
107 We also received comments in relation to the rural hinterland of Prudhoe town.
Ovingham Parish Council and Peter Atkinson MP proposed that Ovingham and
Ovington parishes be kept separate from Prudhoe town, as proposed by the Council
in its Bywell division.
108 Ovingham Parish Council provided some evidence of community identity to
support its proposal. The Parish Council stated ‘most of Ovingham’s population
attend the medical surgeries in Wylam. Many people [in Ovingham] walk the two
miles to Wylam and much shopping is done there’. Conversely, the Parish Council
asserted the only communication link between Prudhoe and Ovingham, the Hagg
Bank Bridge, is ‘a very narrow bridge which many Ovingham residents will not or
cannot use’.
109 We note the limited communication link provided by the Hagg Bank Bridge in
the south east of Ovingham and the apparent shared community links between
Ovingham and the other parishes in the hinterland of Prudhoe town. We therefore
propose adopting the Council’s proposed Bywell division as part of our draft
recommendations. Bywell division will have 2% fewer electors per councillor than the
county average by 2013.
Druridge Bay
110 We propose a minor modification to the boundary between the Council’s
proposed Amble and Druridge Bay divisions on the south-east coast of the county.
This modification provides a clearer boundary, following the edges of fields to the
north and the Chevington Burn to the south of the boundary. Where the Council’s
boundary runs via Chevington Green, our proposed boundary would follow the
eastern side of Linhope Crescent before following the path to the west,
encompassing the properties of Chevington Green, and rejoining the A1068. This
modification would not affect electoral equality, with Druridge Bay and Amble
divisions having 10% and 2% more electors per councillor respectively than the
county average by 2013.
111 In the remainder of central and west Northumberland, we propose adopting the
Council’s proposals without modification which will overall have good levels of
electoral equality and provide the best balance between the statutory criteria.
112 Table C1 (on pages 36–40) provides details of the electoral variances of our
draft recommendations for divisions in Central and West Northumberland. Our draft
recommendations are shown on Maps 1, 2, 8, 9, 10 and 11 accompanying this
report. Appendices E, F, G and H also show our proposals in Hexham town,
Ponteland town, Prudhoe town and Morpeth town respectively.
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South east Northumberland
113 South east Northumberland broadly comprises the area covered by the former
Wansbeck District Council and Blyth Valley Borough Council. Wansbeck and Blyth
Valley are broadly urban with some rural geography in the south east of Blyth Valley.
114 During Stage One, in addition to county-wide proposals discussed in paragraph
36, we received three specific comments in relation to this area from the now
abolished Blyth Valley Borough Council and two local residents. The Conservative
Group did not submit specific proposals for this area. These submissions can be
viewed on our website.
115 As discussed in paragraph 40, we have developed proposals which are broadly
based on the county-wide scheme of the Council. The majority of divisions proposed
by the Council in the Wansbeck area were also proposed by the Labour Group and
the Liberal Democrat Group, with some variation in the Blyth Valley area. The local
resident’s proposals were broadly based on the existing division arrangements with
some modifications.
116 The Council’s proposed divisions in this area would provide good electoral
equality. Only the Council’s proposed Hollywell and Seghill with Seaton Deleval
divisions would have somewhat more electors per councillor than the county
average.
Bedlington town
117 There was a broad consensus in the Bedlington area with similar proposals
from the Council, Labour Group and the Liberal Democrat Group. Under the
Council’s proposals, Bedlington Central, Bedlington East and Bedlington West
divisions would have 6% fewer, 1% fewer and 3% more electors per councillor,
respectively, than the county average by 2013.
118 Given the broad consensus and good electoral equality for the Council’s
proposed divisions in this area, we propose adopting this division pattern albeit with
some minor modifications.
119 We propose transferring properties on Westmorland Avenue and properties to
the immediate south of Ridge Terrace from Bedlington West division to Bedlington
Central division. We consider all the properties surrounding the green between
Westmorland Avenue and Cumberland Avenue share the same community focus to
the east and should therefore be included in the same division. We also consider this
would provide a clearer division boundary.
120 The second modification we propose is to transfer properties on Hollymount
Square and Bell’s Place from the Bedlington East division to Bedlington Central
division.
121 We consider the properties on Hollymount Square and Bell’s Place look toward
Front Street to the west and should therefore be included in Bedlington Central.
Consequently, Bedlington Central, Bedlington East and Bedlington West divisions will
have 2% fewer, 5% fewer and 1% more electors per councillor, respectively, than the
county average by 2013.
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122 We also propose a minor modification between Bedlington West and Bedlington
East divisions. We propose to transfer the properties on Choppington Road south of
the railway, from Bedlington East division to Bedlington West division. This
modification does not affect any electors. However, it respects the parish boundary
between the parishes of West Bedlington and East Bedlington and we consider these
properties look toward the Meadow View Farm to the west.
123 As mentioned in paragraph 116, we note that Seghill with Seaton Deleval and
Hollywell divisions will have 14% and 15% more electors per councillor, respectively,
than the county average by 2013. We acknowledge this is a higher variance than we
would normally be minded to adopt. However, given the geography and rural sparsity
of this area with scattered urban settlements, a modification would require an
arbitrary boundary with a negligible improvement in electoral equality. We consider
that the Council’s proposals in this area provide the best balance between the
statutory criteria
124 We received a representation from a local resident opposing Seghill and Seaton
Deleval being linked. However, the local resident did not provide evidence of
community identity to support their opposition and a modification in this area would
have a significant knock-on effect to our proposed divisions. Accordingly, we are not
minded to pursue a modification in this area.
125 In the remainder of south east Northumberland, we propose adopting the
Council’s proposals without modification which will, overall, have good levels of
electoral equality.
126 Table C1 (on pages 36–40) provides details of the electoral variances of our
draft recommendations for divisions in south east Northumberland. Our draft
recommendations are shown on Maps 1, 4, 5, 6 and 7 accompanying this report.

Conclusions
127 Table 1 shows the impact of our draft recommendations on electoral equality,
based on 2008 and 2013 electorate figures.
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Table 1: Summary of electoral arrangements
Draft recommendations
2008

2013

Number of councillors

67

67

Number of electoral divisions

66

66

Average number of electors per councillor

3,654

3,770

Number of electoral divisions with a
variance more than 10% from the average

9

6

Number of electoral divisions with a
variance more than 20% from the average

0

0

Draft recommendation
Northumberland County Council should comprise 67 councillors serving 66 divisions,
as detailed and named in Table C1 and illustrated on the large maps accompanying
this report.

Parish electoral arrangements
128 As part of an electoral review, we are required to comply as far as possible with
the rules set out in Schedule 11, LGA 1972. The Schedule provides that if a parish is
to be divided between different divisions it must also be divided into parish wards, so
that each parish ward lies wholly within a single division. We cannot recommend
changes to the external boundaries of parishes as part of an electoral review.
129 During Stage One, some parishes requested changes to parish electoral
arrangements, specifically to parish warding and the number of parish councillors.
LGA 1972 sets out that as part of an electoral review, we can change parish electoral
arrangements where there is no impact on the principal authority’s electoral
arrangements.
130 However, following the Local Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction (LDEDC) Bill receiving Royal Assent, the functions of the Boundary
Committee for England will transfer to the Local Government Boundary Commission
for England (scheduled to take place in April 2010). Following Royal Assent, the
LDEDC Bill will limit the role of the new body in respect of parish electoral
arrangements.
131 The new body will only have the power to make such changes as a direct
consequence of its recommendations for principal authority warding arrangements.
The LDEDC Bill is scheduled to receive Royal Assent prior to publication of the final
recommendations for Northumberland. Therefore, at this time, we are not minded to
adopt proposals for modifications to parish electoral arrangements unless they are as
a direct consequence of changes to the County Council’s division patterns. However,
Northumberland County Council has powers under the Local Government and Public
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Involvement in Health Act 2007 to conduct community governance reviews to effect
changes to parish electoral arrangements.
132 To meet our obligations under LGA 1972, we propose consequential parish
warding arrangements for the parishes of Ashington, Blyth, Cramlington, Hepscott,
Hexham, East Bedlington, East Chevington, Morpeth, Newbiggin by the Sea, North
Bedlington, Ponteland, Prudhoe, Seaton Valley and West Bedlington. We would
particularly welcome comments on these proposals from the parish councils
concerned and local residents during this consultation stage.
133 The parish of Ashinghton is currently divided into eight parish wards: Ashington
Central (returning three members), Bothal North (returning two members), Bothal
South (returning two members), College (returning three members), Haydon
(returning three members), Hirst (returning two members), Park (returning three
members) and Seaton (returning three members).
134 As a result of our proposed electoral division boundaries and having regard to
the rules set out in Schedule 11, LGA 1972, we are proposing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Ashington parish.
Draft recommendations
Ashington Parish Council should comprise 18 councillors, three less than at present,
representing six wards: Ashington Central, College, Bothal, Haydon, Hirst and
Seaton, each returning three members. The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Maps 4 and 5.
135 The parish of Blyth is currently divided into eight parish wards: Cowpen, Croft,
Isabella, Kitty Brewster, Newsham, Plessey, South Blyth and Wensleydale, each
returning two members.
136 As a result of our proposed electoral division boundaries and having regard to
the rules set out in Schedule 11, LGA 1972, we are proposing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Blyth parish.
Draft recommendations
Blyth Parish Council should comprise 16 councillors, as at present, representing
eight wards: Cowpen, Croft, Isabella, Kitty Brewster, Newsham, Plessey, South Blyth
and Wensleydale, each returning two members. The proposed parish ward
boundaries are illustrated and named on Maps 6 and 7.
137 The parish of Cramlington is currently divided into six parish wards: Cramlington
East, Cramlington Eastfield, Cramlington North, Cramlington South East, Cramlington
Village and Cramlington West, each returning two members.
138 As a result of our proposed electoral division boundaries and having regard to
the rules set out in Schedule 11, LGA 1972, we are proposing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Cramlington parish.
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Draft recommendations
Cramlington Parish Council should comprise 12 councillors, as at present,
representing six wards: Cramlington East, Cramlington Eastfield, Cramlington North,
Cramlington South East, Cramlington Village and Cramlington West, each returning
two members. The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on
Map 6.
139 The parish of East Bedlington is currently divided into two parish wards: East
Bedlington (returning six members) and Sleekburn (returning five members).
140 As a result of our proposed electoral division boundaries and having regard to
the rules set out in Schedule 11, LGA 1972, we are proposing revised parish
electoral arrangements for East Bedlington parish.
Draft recommendations
East Bedlington Parish Council should comprise 11 councillors, as at present,
representing two wards: Bedlington East (returning six members) and Sleekburn
(returning five members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and
named on Maps 4 and 5.
141 The parish of East Chevington is currently unwarded returning 12 members.
During Stage One, East Chevington Parish Council proposed that it comprise 10
members, two less than at present.
142 As a result of our proposed electoral division boundaries and having regard to
the rules set out in Schedule 11, LGA 1972, we are proposing revised parish
electoral arrangements for East Chevington parish. We have also decided to adopt
East Chevington Parish Council’s proposals for a reduction in the number of
members.
Draft recommendations
East Chevington Parish Council should comprise 10 councillors, as at present,
representing two wards: East Chevington Town (returning eight members) and East
Chevington Coastal (returning two members). The proposed parish ward boundaries
are illustrated and named on Map 2.
143 The parish of Hepscott is currently divided into two parish wards: Hepscott
Stobhill Manor (returning two members) and Hepscott (returning five members).
144 As a result of our proposed electoral division boundaries and having regard to
the rules set out in Schedule 11, LGA 1972, we are proposing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Hepscott parish.
Draft recommendations
Hepscott Parish Council should comprise seven councillors, as at present,
representing two wards: Hepscott Stobhill Manor (returning two members) and
Hepscott (returning five members). The proposed parish ward boundaries are
illustrated and named on Map 3.
23

145 The parish of Hexham is currently divided into six parish wards: Gilesgate
(returning two members), Hexham Central (returning two members), Hexham
Elvaston (returning one member), Hexham South (returning one member), Leazes
(returning four members) and Priestpopple (returning four members).
146 As a result of our proposed electoral division boundaries and having regard to
the rules set out in Schedule 11, LGA 1972, we are proposing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Hexham parish.
Draft recommendations
Hexham Town Council should comprise 14 councillors, as at present, representing
three wards: Gilesgate (returning five members), Leazes (returning four members)
and Priestpopple (returning five members). The proposed parish ward boundaries
are illustrated and named on Map 10.
147 The parish of Morpeth is currently divided into four parish wards: Morpeth
Kirkhill (returning three members), Morpeth North Central (returning five members),
Morpeth South (returning four members) and Morpeth Stobhill (returning three
members).
148 As a result of our proposed electoral division boundaries and having regard to
the rules set out in Schedule 11, LGA 1972, we are proposing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Morpeth parish.
Draft recommendations
Morpeth Town Council should comprise 15 councillors, as at present, representing
three wards: Morpeth Kirkhill, Morpeth North and Morpeth Stobhill, each returning
five members. The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on
Map 3.
149 The parish of Newbiggin by the Sea is currently divided into two parish wards:
East and West, each returning four members.
150 As a result of our proposed electoral division boundaries and having regard to
the rules set out in Schedule 11, LGA 1972, we are proposing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Newbiggin by the Sea parish.
Draft recommendations
Newbiggin by the Sea Parish Council should comprise eight councillors, as at
present, representing two wards: Newbiggin West and Newbiggin East, each
returning four members. The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and
named on Map 5.
151 The parish of North Bedlington is currently divided into three parish wards:
Choppington, Guidepost and Stakeford, each returning three members.
152 As a result of our proposed electoral division boundaries and having regard to
the rules set out in Schedule 11, LGA 1972, we are proposing revised parish
electoral arrangements for North Bedlington parish.
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Draft recommendations
North Bedlington Parish Council should comprise nine councillors, as at present,
representing four wards: Choppington (returning three members), Stakeford
(returning three members), West Sleekburn (returning two members) and Willows
(returning one member). The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and
named on Map 4.
153 The parish of Ponteland is currently divided into four parish wards: Ponteland
East, Ponteland North, Ponteland South and Ponteland West, each returning three
members.
154 As a result of our proposed electoral division boundaries and having regard to
the rules set out in Schedule 11, LGA 1972, we are proposing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Ponteland parish
Draft recommendations
Ponteland Town Council should comprise 12 councillors, as at present, representing
four wards: Ponteland East, Ponteland North, Ponteland South and Ponteland West,
each returning three members. The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated
and named on Maps 8 and 9.
155 The parish of Prudhoe is currently divided into five parish wards: Castle
(returning two members), Mickley (returning three members), North (returning two
members), South (returning three members) and West (returning two members).
156 As a result of our proposed electoral division boundaries and having regard to
the rules set out in Schedule 11, LGA 1972, we are proposing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Prudhoe parish.
Draft recommendations
Prudhoe Town Council should comprise 12 councillors, as at present, representing
three wards: East, Mickley and West, each returning four members. The proposed
parish ward boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 11.
157 The parish of Seaton Valley is currently divided into three parish wards: Hartley,
Holywell and Seghill with Seaton Delaval, each returning three members.
158 As a result of our proposed electoral division boundaries and having regard to
the rules set out in Schedule 11, LGA 1972, we are proposing revised parish
electoral arrangements for Seaton Valley parish.
Draft recommendations
Seaton Valley Parish Council should comprise nine councillors, as at present,
representing three wards: Hartley, Holywell and Seghill with Seaton Delaval, each
returning three members. The proposed parish ward boundaries are illustrated and
named on Maps 6 and 7.
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159 The parish of West Bedlington is currently divided into three parish wards:
Central, North and West, each returning three members.
160 As a result of our proposed electoral division boundaries and having regard to
the rules set out in Schedule 11, LGA 1972, we are proposing revised parish
electoral arrangements for West Bedlington parish.
Draft recommendations
West Bedlington Parish Council should comprise nine councillors, representing three
wards: Bedlington Central (returning four members), Bedlington West (returning four
members) and Park Road (returning one member). The proposed parish ward
boundaries are illustrated and named on Map 4.
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3

What happens next?

161 There will now be a consultation period of twelve weeks, during which everyone
is invited to comment on the draft recommendations on future electoral arrangements
for Northumberland County Council contained in this report. We will take into account
fully all submissions received by 16 November 2009. Any received after this date
may not be taken into account.
162 We have not finalised our conclusions on the electoral arrangements for
Northumberland and welcome comments from interested parties relating to the
proposed division boundaries, number of councillors, division names, and parish and
town council electoral arrangements. We would welcome alternative proposals
backed up by demonstrable evidence during Stage Three. We will consider all the
evidence submitted to us during the consultation period before preparing our final
recommendations.
163 Express your views by writing directly to:
Review Officer
Northumberland Review
The Boundary Committee for England
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Street
London SW1P 2HW
reviews@boundarycommittee.org.uk
Submissions can also be made by using the consultation section of our website,
www.boundarycommittee.org.uk or by emailing reviews@boundarycommittee.org.uk.
164 Please note that the consultation stages of an electoral review are public
consultations. In the interests of openness and transparency, we make available for
public inspection full copies of all representations the Committee takes into account
as part of a review. Accordingly, copies of all Stage Three representations will be
placed on deposit locally at the offices of Northumberland County Council, at our
offices in Trevelyan House (London), the Electoral Commission’s North of England
Office in York and on our website at www.boundarycommittee.org.uk. A list of
respondents will be available from us on request after the end of the consultation
period.
165 In the light of representations received, we will review our draft
recommendations and consider whether they should be altered. As indicated earlier,
it is therefore important that all interested parties let us have their views and
evidence, whether or not they agree with our draft recommendations. We will then
submit our final recommendations to the Electoral Commission. Under current
arrangements, after the publication of our final recommendations, all further
correspondence should be sent to the Electoral Commission, which cannot give
effect to our recommendations until six weeks after it receives them.
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4

Mapping

Draft recommendations for Northumberland
166 The following maps illustrate our proposed electoral division boundaries for
Northumberland County Council
•

Sheet 1, Map 1 illustrates in outline form the proposed divisions for
Northumberland County Council.

•

Sheet 2, Map 2 illustrates the proposed divisions in East Chevington.

•

Sheet 3, Map 3 illustrates the proposed divisions in Morpeth town.

•

Sheet 4, Map 4 illustrates the proposed divisions in Ashington town and
Bedlington town.

•

Sheet 5, Map 5 illustrates the proposed divisions in Newbiggin by the Sea and
Blyth town.

•

Sheet 6, Map 6 illustrates the proposed divisions in Cramlington town.

•

Sheet 7, Map 7 illustrates the proposed divisions in Blyth town and Seaton
Valley.

•

Sheet 8, Map 8 illustrates the proposed divisions in Ponteland town.

•

Sheet 9, Map 9 illustrates the proposed divisions in Ponteland town.

•

Sheet 10, Map 10 illustrates the proposed divisions in Hexham town.

•

Sheet 11, Map 11 illustrates the proposed divisions in Prudhoe town.
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Appendix A
Glossary and abbreviations
AONB (Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty)

A landscape whose distinctive
character and natural beauty are so
outstanding that it is in the nation’s
interest to safeguard it

Boundary Committee

The Boundary Committee for England
is a committee of the Electoral
Commission, responsible for
undertaking electoral reviews

Constituent areas

The geographical areas that make up
any one ward, expressed in parishes
or existing wards, or parts of either

Council size

The number of councillors elected to
serve a council

Electoral Change Order (or Order)

A legal document which implements
changes to the electoral
arrangements of a local authority

Division

A specific area of a county, defined
for electoral, administrative and
representational purposes. Eligible
electors can vote in whichever
division they are registered for the
candidate or candidates they wish to
represent them on the county council

Electoral Commission

An independent body that was set up
by the UK Parliament. Its mission is to
foster public confidence and
participation by promoting integrity,
involvement and effectiveness in the
democratic process

Electoral fairness

When one elector’s vote is worth the
same as another’s
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Electoral imbalance

Where there is a difference between
the number of electors represented
by a councillor and the average for
the local authority

Electorate

People in the authority who are
registered to vote in elections. For the
purposes of this report, we refer
specifically to the electorate for local
government elections

Multi-member ward or division

A ward or division represented by
more than one councillor and usually
not more than three councillors

National Park

The 12 National Parks in England and
Wales were designated under the
National Parks and Access to the
Countryside Act of 1949 and can be
found at www.nationalparks.gov.uk

Number of electors per councillor

The total number of electors in a local
authority divided by the number of
councillors

Over-represented

Where there are fewer electors per
councillor in a ward or division than
the average

Parish

A specific and defined area of land
within a single local authority
enclosed within a parish boundary.
There are over 10,000 parishes in
England, which provide the first tier of
representation to their local residents

Parish council

A body elected by electors in the
parish which serves and represents
the area defined by the parish
boundaries. See also ‘Town Council’
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Parish (or Town) Council electoral
arrangements

The total number of councillors on
any one parish or town council; the
number, names and boundaries of
parish wards; and the number of
councillors for each ward

Parish ward

A particular area of a parish, defined
for electoral, administrative and
representational purposes. Eligible
electors vote in whichever parish
ward they live for candidate or
candidates they wish to represent
them on the parish council

PER (or periodic electoral review)

A review of the electoral
arrangements of all local authorities in
England, undertaken periodically. The
last programme of PERs was
undertaken between 1996 and 2004
by the Boundary Committee for
England and its predecessor, the
now-defunct Local Government
Commission for England

Political management arrangements

The Local Government and Public
Involvement in Health Act 2007
enabled local authorities in England
to modernise their decision making
process. Councils could choose from
two broad categories; a directly
elected mayor and cabinet or a
cabinet with a leader

Town Council

A parish council which has been
given ceremonial ‘town’ status. More
information on achieving such status
can be found at www.nalc.gov.uk

Under-represented

Where there are more electors per
councillor in a ward or division than
the average

Variance (or electoral variance)

How far the number of electors per
councillor in a ward or division varies
in percentage terms from the average
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Ward

A specific area of a district or
borough, defined for electoral,
administrative and representational
purposes. Eligible electors can vote in
whichever ward they are registered
for the candidate or candidates they
wish to represent them on the district
or borough council
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Appendix B
Code of practice on written consultation
The Cabinet Office’s Code of Practice on Written Consultation (November 2000)
(http://archive.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/servicefirst/2000/consult/code/_consultation.pdf)
requires all government departments and agencies to adhere to certain criteria, set
out below, on the conduct of public consultations. Public bodies, such as the
Boundary Committee for England, are encouraged to follow the Code.
The Code of Practice applies to consultation documents published after 1 January
2001, which should reproduce the criteria, give explanations of any departures, and
confirm that the criteria have otherwise been followed.
Table B1: The Boundary Committee for England’s compliance with Code
criteria
Criteria

Compliance/departure

Timing of consultation should be built into the planning
process for a policy (including legislation) or service from
the start, so that it has the best prospect of improving the
proposals concerned, and so that sufficient time is left for
it at each stage.

We comply with this
requirement.

It should be clear who is being consulted, about what
questions, in what timescale and for what purpose.

We comply with this
requirement.

A consultation document should be as simple and concise
as possible. It should include a summary, in two pages at
most, of the main questions it seeks views on. It should
make it as easy as possible for readers to respond, make
contact or complain.

We comply with this
requirement.

Documents should be made widely available, with the
fullest use of electronic means (though not to the
exclusion of others), and effectively drawn to the attention
of all interested groups and individuals.

We comply with this
requirement.

Sufficient time should be allowed for considered
We consult at the start of the
responses from all groups with an interest. Twelve weeks review and on our draft
should be the standard minimum period for a consultation. recommendations. Our
consultation stages are a
minimum total of 16 weeks.
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Responses should be carefully and open-mindedly
analysed, and the results made widely available, with an
account of the views expressed, and reasons for
decisions finally taken.

We comply with this
requirement.

Departments should monitor and evaluate consultations,
designating a consultation coordinator who will ensure the
lessons are disseminated.

We comply with this
requirement.
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13 Bothal

1

1

Berwick West
with Ord

12

1

11 Berwick North

1

1

1

1

1

1

Bellingham

Bedlington
Central
Bedlington
East
Bedlington
West

Bamburgh

1

1

1

2

Number of
councillors

10 Berwick East

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

Amble

2

Amble West
with
Warkworth
Ashington
Central

Alnwick

1

Electoral
division
name

3,569

3,363

3,556

3,788

3,366

3,827

3,313

3,723

3,450

3,802

3,290

3,635

7,276

Electorate
(2008)

3,569

3,363

3,556

3,788

3,366

3,827

3,313

3,723

3,450

3,802

3,290

3,635

3,638
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Number of
electors per
councillor

-2%

-8%

-3%

4%

-8%

5%

-9%

2%

-6%

4%

-10%

-1%

0%

Variance
from
average
%

Table C1: Draft recommendations for Northumberland County Council

Appendix C

3,564

3,548

3,754

3,997

3,561

3,813

3,598

3,707

3,668

3,746

3,425

3,855

7,731

Electorate
(2013)

3,564

3,548

3,754

3,997

3,561

3,813

3,598

3,707

3,668

3,746

3,425

3,855

3,866

Number of
electors per
councillor

-5%

-6%

0%

6%

-6%

1%

-5%

-2%

-3%

-1%

-9%

2%

3%

Variance
from
average
%

1

1

17 Corbridge

18 Cowpen

1

1

1

1

1

26 Druridge Bay

27 Haltwhistle

28 Hartley

29 Haydon

1

1

1

1

1

25 Croft

24

23

22

21

20

1

1

16 College

Cramlington
East
Cramlington
Eastfield
Cramlington
North
Cramlington
South East
Cramlington
Village
Cramlington
West

1

15 Choppington

19

1

Number of
councillors

14 Bywell

Electoral
division
name

3,770

4,075

3,986

3,902

3,555

4,041

3,759

3,835

4,136

4,154

3,489

3,440

3,457

3,917

3,721

3,562

Electorate
(2008)

3,770

4,075

3,986

3,902

3,555

4,041

3,759

3,835

4,136

4,154

3,489

3,440

3,457

3,917

3,721

3,562
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Number of
electors per
councillor

3%

12%

9%

7%

-3%

11%

3%

5%

13%

14%

-5%

-6%

-5%

7%

2%

-3%

Variance
from
average
%

3,744

4,095

4,300

4,140

3,601

4,041

3,719

3,798

4,122

4,140

3,522

3,519

3,579

3,924

3,696

3,686

Electorate
(2013)

3,744

4,095

4,300

4,140

3,601

4,041

3,719

3,798

4,122

4,140

3,522

3,519

3,579

3,924

3,696

3,686

Number of
electors per
councillor

-1%

9%

14%

10%

-4%

7%

-1%

1%

9%

10%

-7%

-7%

-5%

4%

-2%

-2%

Variance
from
average
%

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

33 Hexham West

34 Hirst

35 Holywell

36 Humshaugh

37 Isabella

38 Kitty Brewster

39 Longhorsley

40 Longhoughton

41 Lynemouth

Morpeth
Kirkhill

43 Morpeth North

Morpeth
Stobhill

44

42

1

1

1

Number of
councillors

32 Hexham East

30

Haydon &
Hadrian
Hexham
31 Central with
Acomb

Electoral
division
name

3,451

3,723

3,884

3,289

3,806

3,352

3,951

3,513

3,471

4,367

3,765

3,331

3,451

3,723

3,884

3,289

3,806

3,352

3,951

3,513

3,471

4,367

3,765

3,331

3,382

3,443

3,443
3,382

3,538
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Number of
electors per
councillor

3,538

Electorate
(2008)

-6%

2%

6%

-10%

4%

-8%

8%

-4%

-5%

20%

3%

-9%

-7%

-6%

-3%

Variance
from
average
%

4,019

3,774

3,660

3,450

4,150

3,518

3,910

3,483

3,581

4,333

3,715

3,491

3,636

3,618

3,586

Electorate
(2013)

4,019

3,774

3,660

3,450

4,150

3,518

3,910

3,483

3,581

4,333

3,715

3,491

3,636

3,618

3,586

Number of
electors per
councillor

7%

0%

-3%

-8%

10%

-7%

4%

-8%

-5%

15%

-1%

-7%

-4%

-4%

-5%

Variance
from
average
%

1

56 Rothbury

1

1

55 Prudhoe West

Seaton with
57 Newbiggin
West

1

1

1

1

1

54 Prudhoe East

53

52

51

50

Ponteland
East &
Stannington
Ponteland
North
Ponteland
South with
Heddon
Ponteland
West

1

49 Plessey

1

1

Norham &
Islandshires

1

1

Number of
councillors

48 Pegswood

47

46 Newsham

Newbiggin
45 Central &
East

Electoral
division
name

3,540

3,586

4,127

4,132

3,389

3,368

3,372

3,224

3,554

3,321

3,634

3,477

3,756

Electorate
(2008)

3,540

3,586

4,127

4,132

3,389

3,368

3,372

3,224

3,554

3,321

3,634

3,477

3,756
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Number of
electors per
councillor

-3%

-2%

13%

13%

-7%

-8%

-8%

-12%

-3%

-9%

-1%

-5%

3%

Variance
from
average
%

3,545

3,850

4,211

4,266

3,481

3,438

3,425

3,529

3,520

3,509

3,828

3,460

3,675

Electorate
(2013)

3,545

3,850

4,211

4,266

3,481

3,438

3,425

3,529

3,520

3,509

3,828

3,460

3,675

Number of
electors per
councillor

-6%

2%

12%

13%

-8%

-9%

-9%

-6%

-7%

-7%

2%

-8%

-3%

Variance
from
average
%

1

1

66 Wooler
244,832
–

3,560

3,036

3,947

3,757

4,027

3,696

3,611

3,708

3,987

Electorate
(2008)

–
3,654

3,560

3,036

3,947

3,757

4,027

3,696

3,611

3,708

3,987

Number of
electors per
councillor

–
–

-3%

-17%

8%

3%

10%

1%

-1%

1%

9%

Variance
from
average
%

252,613
–

3,866

4,000

4,067

3,733

4,183

3,673

3,581

3,958

4,298

Electorate
(2013)

–
3,770

3,866

4,000

4,067

3,733

4,183

3,673

3,581

3,958

4,298

Number of
electors per
councillor

–
–

3%

6%

8%

-1%

11%

-3%

-5%

5%

14%

Variance
from
average
%
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Note: The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors per councillor in each
electoral division 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.

Source: Electorate figures are based on information provided by Northumberland County Council.

67
–

1

65 Wensleydale

Totals
Averages

1

64

Stocksfield &
Broomhaugh

62

63 Stakeford

1

61 South Blyth

1

1

60 Sleekburn

South
Tynedale

1

1

Number of
councillors

59 Shilbottle

Seghill with
58 Seaton
Deleval

Electoral
division
name

Appendix D
Additional legislation we have considered
Equal opportunities
In preparing this report we have had regard to the general duty set out in Section
71(1) of the Race Relations Act 1976 and the statutory Code of Practice on the Duty
to Promote Race Equality (Commission for Racial Equality, May 2002), i.e. to have
due regard to the need to:
•
•
•

eliminate unlawful racial discrimination
promote equality of opportunity
promote good relations between people of different racial groups

National Parks, Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and the
Broads
We have also had regard to:
•

Section 11A(2) of the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949
(as inserted by Section 62 of the Environment Act 1995). This states that, in
exercising or performing any functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land in a
National Park, any relevant authority shall have regard to the Park’s purposes. If
there is a conflict between those purposes, a relevant authority shall attach
greater weight to the purpose of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty,
wildlife and cultural heritage of the Park.

•

Section 85 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000. This states that, in
exercising or performing any functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land in
an AONB, a relevant authority shall have regard to the purpose of the AONB.

•

Section 17A of the Norfolk and Suffolk Broads Act (as inserted by Section 97,
Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000). This states that, in exercising or
performing any functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land in the Broads, a
relevant authority shall have regard to the purposes of the Broads.
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Appendix E: Proposed electoral divisions in Hexham town
HUMSHAUGH ED

WALL CP
Boundary alignments and names shown on the
mapping background may not be up to date.
They may differ from the latest boundary
information applied as part of this review.

WARDEN
CP

ACOMB CP

HEXHAM CENTRAL
WITH ACOMB ED

SANDHOE
CP

CORBRIDGE
ED

HEXHAM
WEST ED
HEXHAM
EAST ED

HEXHAM CP

CORBRIDGE
CP

KEY
PROPOSED ELECTORAL DIVISION BOUNDARY
PARISH BOUNDARY

HEXHAMSHIRE
LOW QUARTER CP

Scale : 1cm = 0.3000 km
Grid interval 1km
© Crown Copyright 2009

SOUTH TYNEDALE ED
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Appendix F: Proposed electoral divisions in Ponteland town
Boundary alignments and names shown on the
mapping background may not be up to date.
They may differ from the latest boundary
information applied as part of this review.

PONTELAND NORTH
ED

PONTELAND
EAST
AND STANNINGTON
ED

PONTELAND CP

PONTELAND WEST
ED

PONTELAND SOUTH
WITH HEDDON ED
Scale : 1cm = 0.3000 km
Grid interval 1km
© Crown Copyright 2009

KEY
UA BOUNDARY
PROPOSED ELECTORAL DIVISION BOUNDARY
PARISH BOUNDARY

HEDDON-ON-THE-WALL
CP

43

Appendix G: Proposed electoral divisions in Prudhoe town
PONTELAND SOUTH
WITH HEDDON ED

Boundary alignments and names shown on the
mapping background may not be up to date.
They may differ from the latest boundary
information applied as part of this review.

HEDDON-ON-THEWALL CP

BYWELL ED

HORSLEY CP

WYLAM CP
OVINGHAM CP
OVINGTON
CP

BY
W
CP ELL

PRUDHOE
WEST ED

PRUDHOE CP

PRUDHOE
EAST ED

STOCKSFIELD AND
BROOMHAUGH ED
BROOMLEY
AND
STOCKSFIELD
CP

SOUTH TYNEDALE ED
HEDLEY CP
KEY
UA BOUNDARY
PROPOSED ELECTORAL DIVISION BOUNDARY
PARISH BOUNDARY
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Scale : 1cm = 0.3000 km
Grid interval 1km
© Crown Copyright 2009

Appendix H: Proposed electoral divisions in Morpeth town
Boundary alignments and names shown on the
mapping background may not be up to date.
They may differ from the latest boundary
information applied as part of this review.

LONGHIRST CP

PEGSWOOD ED
HEBRON CP

PEGSWOOD
CP

MORPETH
NORTH ED

BOTHAL
ED
ASHINGTON
CP

MORPETH CP

MORPETH
KIRKHILL ED

MORPETH
STOBHILL ED

HEPSCOTT CP

MITFORD CP

STANNINGTON CP

PONTELAND EAST
AND STANNINGTON ED

BEDLINGTON
WEST ED

LONGHORSELEY ED

KEY
Scale : 1cm = 0.3000 km
Grid interval 1km

PROPOSED ELECTORAL DIVISION BOUNDARY
PARISH BOUNDARY

© Crown Copyright 2009
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WEST
BEDLINGTON
CP

The Boundary Committee
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Street
London SW1P 2HW
Tel 020 7271 0500
Fax 020 7271 0505
reviews@boundarycommittee.org.uk
www.boundarycommittee.org.uk

The Boundary Committee for England is a committee of the Electoral
Commission, an independent body set up by the UK Parliament. The
Committee’s main role is to conduct electoral reviews of local authorities
in England with the aim of ensuring the number of electors represented
by each councillor is approximately the same. Other duties include
reviewing local authority boundaries and advising the Government on
local authority bids for unitary status.

