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What is The Boundary Committee for England?
The Boundary Committee for England is a committee of The Electoral Commission,
an independent body set up by Parliament under the Political Parties, Elections and
Referendums Act 2000. The functions of the Local Government Commission for
England were transferred to The Electoral Commission and its Boundary Committee
on 1 April 2002 by the Local Government Commission for England (Transfer of
Functions) Order 2001 (SI No. 3962). The Order also transferred to The Electoral
Commission the functions of the Secretary of State in relation to taking decisions on
recommendations for changes to local authority electoral arrangements and
implementing them.
Members of the Committee are:
Pamela Gordon (Chair)
Professor Michael Clarke CBE
Robin Gray
Joan Jones CBE
Ann M. Kelly
Professor Colin Mellors
Archie Gall (Director)
We are required by law to review the electoral arrangements of every principal local
authority in England. Our aim is to ensure that the number of electors represented by
each councillor in an area is as nearly as possible the same, taking into account local
circumstances. We can recommend changes to the number of councillors elected to
the council, division boundaries and division names.
This report sets out the Committee’s final recommendations on the electoral
arrangements for the county of Norfolk.
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Summary
We began a review of Norfolk County Council’s electoral arrangements on 11 March
2003. We published our draft recommendations for electoral arrangements on 24
February 2004, after which we undertook an eight-week period of consultation.
•

This report summarises the representations we received during
consultation on our draft recommendations, and contains our final
recommendations to The Electoral Commission.

We found that the existing arrangements provide unequal representation of electors
in Norfolk:
•

•

In 55 of the 84 divisions, each of which are currently represented by a
single councillor, the number of electors per councillor varies by more than
10% from the average for the county and 25 divisions vary by more than
20%.
By 2007 this situation is expected to worsen, with the number of electors
per councillor forecast to vary by more than 10% from the average in 53
divisions and by more than 20% in 31 divisions.

Our main final recommendations for Norfolk County Council’s future electoral
arrangements (see Tables 1 and 2 and paragraphs 207-208) are:
•
•

Norfolk County Council should have 84 councillors, the same as at present,
representing 84 divisions.
As the divisions are based on district wards which have themselves
changed as a result of the recent district reviews, the boundaries of all
divisions will be subject to change.

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

In 24 of the proposed 84 divisions, the number of electors per councillor
would vary by more than 10% from the average and three divisions would
have variances of over 20%.
By 2007, this improved level of electoral equality is forecast to continue,
with the number of electors per councillor in 18 divisions expected to vary
by more than 10% from the average and two divisions would have
variances of more than 20%.

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

new warding arrangements and redistribution of councillors for Sprowston
parish.
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All further correspondence on these final recommendations and the matters
discussed in this report should be addressed to The Electoral Commission, which will
not make an Order implementing them before 23 November 2004. The information in
the representations will be available for public access once the Order has been
made.
The Secretary
The Electoral Commission
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Street
London SW1P 2HW
Fax: 020 7271 0667
Email: implementation@electoralcommission.org.uk
(This address should only be used for this purpose)
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Table 1: Final recommendations: Summary
Division name (by district
or borough council area)

Number of
councillors

Constituent district or borough
wards

Breckland
1

Attleborough

1

Burgh & Haverscroft ward; Queen’s ward

2

Dereham North

1

Dereham-Humbletoft ward; DerehamNeatherd ward; part of Springvale &
Scarning ward (Scarning parish)

3

Dereham South

1

Dereham-Central ward; DerehamToftwood ward

4

Elmham & Mattishall

1

Eynsford ward; Swanton Morley ward; Two
Rivers ward; Upper Wensum ward

5

Guiltcross

1

6

Necton & Launditch

1

Buckenham ward; East Guiltcross ward;
Harling & Heathlands ward; West
Guiltcross ward
Hermitage ward; Launditch ward; Necton
ward; Taverner ward; part of Springvale &
Scarning ward (Fransham, Gressenhall,
Longham and Wendling
parishes)

7

Swaffham

1

Nar Valley ward; Swaffham ward

8

The Brecks

1

Conifer ward; Mid Forest ward; Wayland
ward; Weeting ward; Wissey ward

9

Thetford East

1

Thetford-Castle ward; Thetford-Guildhall
ward

10

Thetford West

1

11

Watton

1

Thetford-Abbey ward; Thetford-Saxon
ward
Templar ward; Watton ward

12

Yare & All Saints

1

All Saints ward; Haggard de Toni ward;
Shipdham ward; Upper Yare ward

Acle ward; Burlingham ward; Marshes
ward
Aylsham ward; part of Buxton ward
(Brampton and Buxton with Lammas
parishes)

Broadland
13

Acle

1

14

Aylsham

1

15

Blofield & Brundall

1

Brundall ward; part of Blofield with South
Walsham ward (Blofield parish)
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Table 1 (continued): Final recommendations: Summary
Division name (by district
or borough council area)
16 Drayton & Horsford

Number of
councillors
1

Constituent district or borough
wards
Drayton North ward; Drayton South ward;
Horsford & Felthorpe ward

17

Hellesdon

1

Hellesdon North West ward; Hellesdon
South East ward

18

Hevingham &
Spixworth

1

Hevingham ward; Spixworth with St Faiths
ward; part of Buxton ward (Frettenham
parish)

19

Old Catton

1

Old Catton & Sprowston West ward

20

Reepham

1

Eynesford ward; Great Witchingham ward;
Reepham ward

21

Sprowston

1

Sprowston Central ward; part of Sprowston
East ward (the proposed Sprowston South
East parish ward)

22

Taverham

1

Taverham North ward; Taverham South
ward

23

Thorpe St Andrew

1

Plumstead ward; Thorpe St Andrew South
East ward

24

Woodside

1

25

Wroxham

1

Thorpe St Andrew North West ward; part of
Sprowston East ward (the proposed
Sprowston North East parish ward)
Coltishall ward; Wroxham ward; part of
Blofield with South Walsham ward
(Hemblington, South Walsham, Upton with
Fishley and Woodbastwick parishes)

Great Yarmouth
26

Breydon

1

Bradwell North ward; part of Claydon ward
(unparished area); part of Lothingland ward
(Burgh Castle parish)

27

Caister-on-Sea

1

Caister North ward; Caister South ward

28

East Flegg

1

East Flegg ward; Ormesby ward

29

Gorleston St Andrews

1

Gorleston ward; St Andrews ward

30

Lothingland

1

Bradwell South & Hopton ward; part of
Lothingland ward (Belton with Browston and
Fritton & St Olaves parishes)
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Table 1 (continued): Final recommendations: Summary
Division name (by district
or borough council area)
31 Magdalen
32

West Flegg

1

Constituent district or borough
wards
Magdalen ward; part of Claydon ward
(unparished area)
Fleggburgh ward; West Flegg ward

33

Yarmouth Nelson &
Southtown
Yarmouth North &
Central

1

Nelson ward; Southtown & Cobholm ward

1

Central & Northgate ward; Yarmouth North
ward

34

Number of
councillors
1

King’s Lynn & West Norfolk
35

Clenchwarton & King’s
Lynn South

1

Clenchwarton ward; South & West Lynn
ward; part of West Winch ward (West Winch
parish)

36

Dersingham

1

37

Docking

1

Dersingham ward; Valley Hill ward; part of
Snettisham ward (Ingoldisthorpe,
Shernborne and Snettisham parishes)
Docking ward; Heacham ward; Rudham
ward; part of Snettisham ward (Fring and
Sedgeford parishes)

38

Downham Market

1

Downham Old Town ward; East Downham
ward; North Downham ward; South
Downham ward

39

Feltwell

1

40

Fincham

1

Denton ward; Hilgay with Denver ward;
Wissey ward
St Lawrence ward; Watlington ward;
Wiggenhall ward; Wimbotsham with
Fincham ward; part of Airfield ward (Runcton
Holme, Shouldham Thorpe and Tottenhill
parishes)

41

Freebridge Lynn

1

Grimston ward; North Wootton ward; South
Wootton ward

42

Gayton & Nar Valley

1

Gayton ward; Priory ward; part of Airfield
ward (Marham, Shouldham and Wormegay
parishes); part of West Winch ward
(Middleton and North Runcton parishes)

43

Gaywood North &
Central

1

Gaywood North Bank ward; Old Gaywood
ward

44

Gaywood South

1

Fairstead ward; Springwood ward; Gaywood
Chase ward
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Table 1 (continued): Final recommendations: Summary
Division name (by district
or borough council area)
45 King’s Lynn North &
Central

Number of
councillors
1

Constituent district or borough
wards
North Lynn ward; St Margarets with St
Nicholas ward

46

Marshland North

1

Spellowfields ward; Walpole ward; Walton
ward

47

Marshland South

1

Emneth with Outwell ward; Upwell & Delph
ward; Mershe Lande ward

48

North Coast

1

Brancaster ward; Burnham ward;
Hunstanton ward

North Norfolk
49

Cromer

1

Cromer Town ward; Roughton ward; Suffield
Park ward

50

Fakenham

1

Lancaster North ward; Lancaster South
ward; The Raynhams ward

51

Holt

1

High Heath ward; Holt ward; The Runtons
ward; part of Chaucer ward (East Beckham,
Gresham, Matlask, Sustead, Upper
Sheringham and West Beckham parishes)

52

Hoveton & Stalham

1

Hoveton ward; Scottow ward; Stalham &
Sutton ward

53

Melton Constable

1

Astley ward; Briston ward; Corpusty ward;
Wensum ward

54

Mundesley

1

Gaunt ward; Mundesley ward; Poppyland
ward

55

North Walsham East

1

Happisburgh ward; North Walsham East
ward; North Walsham North ward

56

North Walsham West

1

Erpingham ward; North Walsham West
ward; Worstead ward

57

Sheringham

1

Sheringham North ward; Sheringham South
ward; part of Chaucer ward (Beeston Regis
parish)

58

South Smallburgh

1

St Benet ward; Waterside ward; Waxham
ward

59

Wells

1

Glaven Valley ward; Priory ward;
Walsingham ward
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Table 1 (continued): Final recommendations: Summary
Division name (by district
or borough council area)

Number of
councillors

Constituent district or borough
wards

Norwich City
60

Bowthorpe

1

Bowthorpe ward

61

Catton Grove

1

Catton Grove ward

62

Crome

1

Crome ward

63

Eaton

1

Eaton ward

64

Lakenham

1

Lakenham ward

65

Mancroft

1

Mancroft ward

66

Mile Cross

1

Mile Cross ward

67

Nelson

1

Nelson ward

68

Sewell

1

Sewell ward

69

Thorpe Hamlet

1

Thorpe Hamlet ward

70

Town Close

1

Town Close ward

71

University

1

University ward

72

Wensum

1

Wensum ward

South Norfolk
73

Clavering

1

Ditchingham & Broome ward; Earsham
ward; Gillingham ward; Thurlton ward

74

Costessey

1

New Costessey ward; Old Costessey ward

75

Diss & Roydon

1

Diss ward; Roydon ward

76

East Depwade

1

Beck Vale ward; Harleston ward; Scole ward

77

Forehoe

1

Cromwells ward; Mulbarton ward; Newton
Flotman ward

78

Henstead

1

Poringland with the Framinghams ward;
Stoke Holy Cross ward; part of Rockland
ward (Bramerton, Kirby Bedon and
Surlingham parishes)
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Table 1 (continued): Final recommendations: Summary
Division name (by district
or borough council area)
79
Hingham

Number of
councillors
1

Constituent district or borough
wards
Easton ward; Hingham & Deopham ward;
Wicklewood ward
Cringleford ward; Hethersett ward

80

Humbleyard

1

81

Loddon

1

Brooke ward; Chedgrave & Thurton ward;
Loddon ward; part of Hempnall ward
(Bedingham and Woodton parishes); part of
Rockland ward (Alpington, Hellington,
Holverston, Rockland St Mary and Yelverton
parishes)

82

Long Stratton

1

Stratton ward; Tasburgh ward; part of
Hempnall ward (Hempnall, Morningthorpe
and Shelton parishes)

83

West Depwade

1

Bressingham & Burston ward; Bunwell ward;
Dickleburgh ward; Forncett ward

84

Wymondham

1

Abbey ward; Northfields ward; Rustens
ward; Town ward

Notes
1. The constituent district wards are those resulting from the electoral reviews of the
seven Norfolk County Council districts and boroughs that were completed in
2002. Where whole district or borough wards do not form the building blocks of a
division, constituent parishes and parish wards are listed.
2. The large outline map illustrates the proposed divisions outlined above and Maps
1 and 2 illustrate some of the proposed boundaries in more detail.
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Table 2: Final recommendations for Norfolk County Council
Variance
from average
(percent)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Number of
electors per
councillor

1 Attleborough

1

7,880

7,880

5

2 Dereham North

1

7,089

7,089

-6

3 Dereham South

1

7,472

7,472

-1

4 Elmham &
Mattishall

1

8,460

8,460

12

5 Guiltcross

1

7,744

7,744

3

6 Necton &
Launditch

1

8,067

8,067

7

7 Swaffham

1

7,137

7,137

-5

8 The Brecks

1

8,367

8,367

11

9 Thetford East

1

6,306

6,306

-16

10 Thetford West

1

8,456

8,456

12

11 Watton

1

6,911

6,911

-8

12 Yare & All Saints

1

7,025

7,025

-7

13 Acle

1

6,550

6,550

-13

14 Aylsham

1

7,022

7,022

-7

15 Blofield & Brundall

1

7,243

7,243

-4

16 Drayton &
Horsford

1

7,842

7,842

4

17 Hellesdon

1

9,119

9,119

21

18 Hevingham &
Spixworth

1

7,013

7,013

-7

19 Old Catton

1

6,200

6,200

-18

20 Reepham

1

6,141

6,141

-18

21 Sprowston

1

9,496

9,496

26

Division name (by
district or borough
council area)
Breckland

Broadland
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Table 2 (continued): Final recommendations for Norfolk County Council
Variance
from average
(percent)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2007)

Number of
electors per
councillor

1 Attleborough

1

8,485

8,485

8

2 Dereham North

1

7,668

7,668

-2

3 Dereham South

1

8,294

8,294

6

4 Elmham &
Mattishall

1

8,605

8,605

10

5 Guiltcross

1

7,974

7,974

2

6 Necton &
Launditch

1

8,417

8,417

7

7 Swaffham

1

7,408

7,408

-6

8 The Brecks

1

8,468

8,468

8

9 Thetford East

1

7,202

7,202

-8

10 Thetford West

1

8,562

8,562

9

11 Watton

1

7,438

7,438

-5

12 Yare & All Saints

1

7,217

7,217

-8

13 Acle

1

6,995

6,995

-11

14 Aylsham

1

7,584

7,584

-3

15 Blofield & Brundall

1

7,431

7,431

-5

16 Drayton &
Horsford

1

8,340

8,340

6

17 Hellesdon

1

9,262

9,262

18

18 Hevingham &
Spixworth

1

7,252

7,252

-8

19 Old Catton

1

6,953

6,953

-11

20 Reepham

1

6,556

6,556

-16

21 Sprowston

1

9,591

9,591

22

Division name (by
district or borough
council area)
Breckland

Broadland
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Table 2 (continued): Final recommendations for Norfolk County Council
Variance
from average
(percent)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Number of
electors per
councillor

22 Taverham

1

7,766

7,766

3

23 Thorpe St Andrew

1

7,246

7,246

-4

24 Woodside

1

6,591

6,591

-12

25 Wroxham

1

7,602

7,602

1

26 Breydon

1

8,172

8,172

9

27 Caister-on-Sea

1

7,243

7,243

-4

28 East Flegg

1

7,125

7,125

-5

29 Gorleston St
Andrews

1

6,998

6,998

-7

30 Lothingland

1

8,275

8,275

10

31 Magdalen

1

8,381

8,381

11

32 West Flegg

1

5,569

5,569

-26

33 Yarmouth Nelson
& Southtown

1

7,934

7,934

5

34 Yarmouth North &
Central

1

8,444

8,444

12

35 Clenchwarton &
King’s Lynn South

1

6,919

6,919

-8

36 Dersingham

1

8,589

8,589

14

37 Docking

1

8,303

8,303

10

38 Downham Market

1

6,239

6,239

-17

39 Feltwell

1

8,720

8,720

16

40 Fincham

1

7,897

7,897

5

41 Freebridge Lynn

1

7,247

7,247

-4

42 Gayton & Nar
Valley

1

7,807

7,807

4

Division name (by
district or borough
council area)

Great Yarmouth

King’s Lynn & West Norfolk
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Table 2 (continued): Final recommendations for Norfolk County Council
Variance
from average
(percent)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2007)

Number of
electors per
councillor

22 Taverham

1

8,184

8,184

4

23 Thorpe St Andrew

1

8,074

8,074

3

24 Woodside

1

7,215

7,215

-8

25 Wroxham

1

7,859

7,859

0

26 Breydon

1

8,510

8,510

8

27 Caister-on-Sea

1

7,610

7,610

-3

28 East Flegg

1

7,354

7,354

-6

29 Gorleston St
Andrews

1

7,449

7,449

-5

30 Lothingland

1

8,814

8,814

12

31 Magdalen

1

8,402

8,402

7

32 West Flegg

1

5,881

5,881

-25

33 Yarmouth Nelson
& Southtown

1

7,986

7,986

2

34 Yarmouth North &
Central

1

8,519

8,519

9

35 Clenchwarton &
King’s Lynn South

1

7,585

7,585

-3

36 Dersingham

1

8,638

8,638

10

37 Docking

1

8,181

8,181

4

38 Downham Market

1

8,167

8,167

4

39 Feltwell

1

8,564

8,564

9

40 Fincham

1

8,188

8,188

4

41 Freebridge Lynn

1

7,378

7,378

-6

42 Gayton & Nar
Valley

1

7,648

7,648

-2

Division name (by
district or borough
council area)

Great Yarmouth

King’s Lynn & West Norfolk
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Table 2 (continued): Final recommendations for Norfolk County Council
Variance
from average
(percent)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Number of
electors per
councillor

43 Gaywood North &
Central

1

7,318

7,318

-3

44 Gaywood South

1

8,991

8,991

19

45 King’s Lynn North
& Central

1

7,129

7,129

-5

46 Marshland North

1

8,136

8,136

8

47 Marshland South

1

8,013

8,013

6

48 North Coast

1

8,478

8,478

13

49 Cromer

1

8,239

8,239

9

50 Fakenham

1

7,936

7,936

5

51 Holt

1

7,353

7,353

-2

52 Hoveton &
Stalham

1

6,808

6,808

-10

53 Melton Constable

1

7,526

7,526

0

54 Mundesley

1

6,950

6,950

-8

55 North Walsham
East

1

8,514

8,514

13

56 North Walsham
West

1

6,751

6,751

-10

57 Sheringham

1

6,816

6,816

-9

58 South Smallburgh

1

7,021

7,021

-7

59 Wells

1

7,236

7,236

-4

Division name (by
district or borough
council area)

North Norfolk
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Table 2 (continued): Final recommendations for Norfolk County Council
Variance
from average
(percent)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2007)

Number of
electors per
councillor

43 Gaywood North &
Central

1

7,563

7,563

-4

44 Gaywood South

1

9,370

9,370

19

45 King’s Lynn North
& Central

1

7,122

7,122

-9

46 Marshland North

1

7,983

7,983

2

47 Marshland South

1

8,045

8,045

3

48 North Coast

1

8,537

8,537

9

49 Cromer

1

8,671

8,671

11

50 Fakenham

1

8,783

8,783

12

51 Holt

1

7,771

7,771

-1

52 Hoveton &
Stalham

1

7,004

7,004

-11

53 Melton Constable

1

8,053

8,053

3

54 Mundesley

1

7,174

7,174

-9

55 North Walsham
East

1

8,733

8,733

11

56 North Walsham
West

1

7,519

7,519

-4

57 Sheringham

1

7,145

7,145

-9

58 South Smallburgh

1

7,214

7,214

-8

59 Wells

1

7,375

7,375

-6

Division name (by
district or borough
council area)

North Norfolk
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Table 2 (continued): Final recommendations for Norfolk County Council
Variance
from average
(percent)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Number of
electors per
councillor

60 Bowthorpe

1

7,212

7,212

-4

61 Catton Grove

1

7,544

7,544

0

62 Crome

1

7,178

7,178

-5

63 Eaton

1

7,205

7,205

-4

64 Lakenham

1

7,636

7,636

2

65 Mancroft

1

7,022

7,022

-7

66 Mile Cross

1

7,237

7,237

-4

67 Nelson

1

7,388

7,388

-2

68 Sewell

1

7,311

7,311

-3

69 Thorpe Hamlet

1

7,144

7,144

-5

70 Town Close

1

7,683

7,683

2

71 University

1

6,919

6,919

-9

72 Wensum

1

7,789

7,789

4

73 Clavering

1

8,458

8,458

12

74 Costessey

1

8,049

8,049

7

75 Diss & Roydon

1

7,459

7,459

-1

76 East Depwade

1

7,037

7,037

-6

77 Forehoe

1

7,314

7,314

-3

78 Henstead

1

6,702

6,702

-11

79 Hingham

1

6,243

6,243

-17

80 Humbleyard

1

7,715

7,715

3

81 Loddon

1

8,101

8,101

8

82 Long Stratton

1

7,321

7,321

-3

Division name (by
district or borough
council area)
Norwich City

South Norfolk
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Table 2 (continued): Final recommendations for Norfolk County Council
Variance
from average
(percent)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2007)

Number of
electors per
councillor

60 Bowthorpe

1

8,397

8,397

7

61 Catton Grove

1

7,828

7,828

0

62 Crome

1

6,797

6,797

-13

63 Eaton

1

6,880

6,880

-12

64 Lakenham

1

7,287

7,287

-7

65 Mancroft

1

7,769

7,769

-1

66 Mile Cross

1

7,409

7,409

-6

67 Nelson

1

7,109

7,109

-9

68 Sewell

1

7,012

7,012

-11

69 Thorpe Hamlet

1

8,218

8,218

5

70 Town Close

1

8,079

8,079

3

71 University

1

7,469

7,469

-5

72 Wensum

1

7,939

7,939

1

73 Clavering

1

8,308

8,308

6

74 Costessey

1

8,875

8,875

13

75 Diss & Roydon

1

7,643

7,643

-3

76 East Depwade

1

7,272

7,272

-7

77 Forehoe

1

7,798

7,798

-1

78 Henstead

1

7,370

7,370

-6

79 Hingham

1

6,450

6,450

-18

80 Humbleyard

1

8,207

8,207

5

81 Loddon

1

8,040

8,040

3

82 Long Stratton

1

7,699

7,699

-2

Division name (by
district or borough
council area)
Norwich City

South Norfolk
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Table 2 (continued): Final recommendations for Norfolk County Council
Division name (by
district or borough
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Number of
electors per
councillor

Variance
from average
(percent)

83 West Depwade

1

8,348

8,348

11

84 Wymondham

1

8,326

8,326

11

Totals

84

632,163

–

–

Averages

–

7,526

–

–
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Table 2 (continued): Final recommendations for Norfolk County Council
Variance
from average
(percent)

Division name (by
district or borough
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2007)

Number of
electors per
councillor

83 West Depwade

1

8,316

8,316

6

84 Wymondham

1

8,739

8,739

11

Totals

84

658,880

–

–

Averages

–

7,844

–

–

Source: Electorate figures are based on Norfolk County Council’s submission.
Note: The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the
number of electors per councillor varies from the average for the county. The
minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average number of electors. Figures have
been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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1

Introduction

1 This report contains our final recommendations on the electoral arrangements for
the county of Norfolk. Our review of the county is part of our programme of periodic
electoral reviews (PERs) of all 386 principal local authority areas in England. Our
programme started in 1996 and is currently expected to finish in 2004.
2 In making final recommendations to The Electoral Commission we have had regard
to:
•

•
•

The statutory criteria contained in section 13(5) of the Local Government Act 1992
(as amended by SI 2001 no. 3962), i.e. the need to:
− reflect the identities and interests of local communities;
− secure effective and convenient local government; and
− achieve equality of representation.
Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972.
The general duty set out in section 71(1) of the Race Relations Act 1976 and the
statutory Code of Practice on the Duty to Promote Race Equality (Commission for
Racial Equality, May 2002), i.e. to have due regard to:
− eliminate unlawful racial discrimination;
− promote equality of opportunity; and
− promote good relations between people of different racial groups.

3 Details of the legislation under which we work are set out in The Electoral
Commission’s Guidance and Procedural Advice for Periodic Electoral Reviews
(Published by the EC in July 2002). This Guidance sets out our approach to the
reviews.
4 Our task is to make recommendations on the number of councillors who should
serve on a council, and the number, boundaries and names of electoral divisions. In
each two-tier county, our approach is first to complete the PERs of all the constituent
districts and, when the Orders for the resulting changes in those areas have been
made, then to commence a PER of the County Council’s electoral arrangements.
Orders were made for the new electoral arrangements in the districts and boroughs of
Norfolk in December 2002 for Breckland, Great Yarmouth, King’s Lynn & West Norfolk,
Norwich City and South Norfolk. The orders for Broadland and North Norfolk were made
in January 2003, and we are now conducting our county review in this area.
5 Prior to the commencement of Part IV of the Local Government Act 2000, each
county council division could only return one member. This restraint has now been
removed by section 89 of the 2000 Act, and we may now recommend the creation of
multi-member county divisions. In areas where we are unable to identify single-member
divisions that are coterminous with ward boundaries and provide acceptable levels of
electoral equality we will consider recommending multi-member divisions if they provide
a better balance between these two factors. However, we do not expect to recommend
large numbers of multi-member divisions other than, perhaps, in the more urban areas
of a county.
6 Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972 sets out the Rules to be Observed in
Considering Electoral Arrangements. These statutory Rules state that each division
27

should be wholly contained within a single district and that division boundaries should
not split unwarded parishes or parish wards.
7 In the Guidance, the Electoral Commission states that we should, wherever
possible, build on schemes that have been created locally on the basis of careful and
effective consultation. Local people are normally in a better position to judge what
council size and division configuration are most likely to secure effective and convenient
local government in their areas, while also reflecting the identities and interests of local
communities.
8 The broad objective of PERs is to achieve, so far as possible, equal representation
across the local authority as a whole. Schemes that would result in, or retain, an
electoral imbalance of over 10% in any ward will have to be fully justified. Any
imbalances of 20% or more should only arise in the most exceptional circumstances,
and will require the strongest justification.
9 Similarly, we will seek to ensure that each district area within the county is allocated
the correct number of county councillors with respect to the district’s proportion of the
county’s electorate.
10 The Rules provide that, in considering county council electoral arrangements, we
should have regard to the boundaries of district wards. We attach considerable
importance to achieving coterminosity between the boundaries of divisions and wards.
The term coterminosity is used throughout the report and refers to situations where the
boundaries of county electoral divisions and district wards are the same, that is to say,
where county divisions comprise one or more whole district wards. Where wards or
groups of wards are not coterminous with county divisions, this can cause confusion for
the electorate at local elections, lead to increased election costs and, in our view, may
not be conducive to effective and convenient local government.
11 We recognise that it is unlikely to be possible to achieve absolute coterminosity
throughout a county area while also providing for the optimum level of electoral equality.
In this respect, county reviews are different from those of districts. We will seek to
achieve the best available balance between electoral equality and coterminosity, taking
into account the statutory criteria. While the proportion of electoral divisions that will be
coterminous with the boundaries of district wards is likely to vary between counties, we
would normally expect coterminosity to be achieved in a significant majority of divisions.
The average level of coterminosity secured under our final recommendations for the first
eleven counties that we have reviewed (excluding the Isle of Wight) is 70%. Therefore,
we recommend that in formulating schemes, interested parties should seek to secure a
level of coterminosity of around 60% to 80%.
12 Where coterminosity is not possible in parished areas, and a district ward is to be
split between electoral divisions, we would normally expect this to be achieved without
dividing (or further dividing) a parish between divisions. There are likely to be
exceptions to this, however, particularly where larger parishes are involved.
13 We are not prescriptive on council size. However, we believe that any proposals
relating to council size, whether these are for an increase, a reduction or no change,
should be supported by evidence and argumentation. Given the stage now reached in
the introduction of new political management structures under the provisions of the
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Local Government Act 2000, it is important that whatever council size interested parties
may propose to us they can demonstrate that their proposals have been fully thought
through, and have been developed in the context of a review of internal political
management and the role of councillors in the new structure. However, we have found it
necessary to safeguard against upward drift in the number of councillors, and we
believe that any proposal for an increase in council size will need to be fully justified. In
particular, we do not accept that an increase in electorate should automatically result in
an increase in the number of councillors, nor that changes should be made to the size
of a council simply to make it more consistent with the size of other similar councils.
14 A further area of difference between county and district reviews is that we must
recognise that it will not be possible to avoid the creation of some county divisions
which contain diverse communities, for example, combining rural and urban areas. We
have generally sought to avoid this in district reviews in order to reflect the identities and
interests of local communities. Some of the existing county council electoral divisions
comprise a number of distinct communities, which is inevitable given the larger number
of electors represented by each councillor, and we would expect that similar situations
would continue under our recommendations in seeking the best balance between
coterminosity and the statutory criteria.
15 As a part of this review we may also make recommendations for change to the
electoral arrangements of parish and town councils in the county. However, we made
some recommendations for new parish electoral arrangements as part of our district
reviews. We therefore expect to put forward such recommendations during county
reviews only on an exceptional basis. In any event, we are not able to review
administrative boundaries between local authorities or parishes, or consider the
establishment of new parish areas as part of this review.

The review of Norfolk County Council
16 We completed the reviews of the seven district council areas in Norfolk in July 2002
and Orders for the new electoral arrangements have since been made. This is our first
review of the electoral arrangements of Norfolk County Council. The last such review
was undertaken by the Local Government Boundary Commission, which reported to the
Secretary of State in June 1984 (Report No. 472).
17 This review was in four stages. Stage One began on 11 March 2003, when we wrote
to Norfolk County Council inviting proposals for future electoral arrangements. We also
notified the seven district councils in the county, Norfolk Police Authority, the Local
Government Association, Norfolk County Local Councils Association, parish and town
councils in the county, Members of Parliament with constituencies in the county,
Members of the European Parliament for the Eastern region and the headquarters of
the main political parties. We placed a notice in the local press, issued a press release
and invited the Norfolk County Council to publicise the review further. The closing date
for receipt of representations, the end of Stage One, was 7 July 2003. At Stage Two we
considered all the representations received during Stage One and prepared our draft
recommendations.
18 Stage Three began on 24 February 2004 with the publication of our report, Draft
recommendations on the future electoral arrangements for Norfolk County Council, and
ended on 26 April 2004. During this period we sought comments from the public and
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any other interested parties on our preliminary conclusions. During this stage, the
County Council submitted revised projected electorate forecast figures for Norwich City,
and as a result, further consultation was undertaken on an increase in council size from
our proposed 83 members at draft to 84 members to which Norfolk County Council
would be entitled to under the revised figures. We also consulted on new division
arrangements for Norwich City over a four week period ending 26 July 2004. Finally,
during Stage Four we reconsidered our draft recommendations in the light of the Stage
Three consultation and now publish our final recommendations.
19 In preparing this report the Committee has had regard to the general duty under
section 71(1) of the Race Relations Act 1976 to promote racial equality and to the
approach set out in BCFE (03) 35, Race Relations Legislation, which the Committee
considered and agreed at its meeting on 9 April 2003.
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2

Current electoral arrangements

20 The county of Norfolk comprises the seven districts and boroughs of Breckland,
Broadland, Great Yarmouth, King’s Lynn & West Norfolk, North Norfolk, Norwich City
and South Norfolk. The county of Norfolk has three major centres - Norwich, Great
Yarmouth and King’s Lynn - but has a predominately rural landscape. The University of
East Anglia, on the outskirts of Norwich, combines with government and independent
organisations to form the Norwich Research Park – one of Europe’s largest centres of
plant and food science. Good community links include an airport, Norwich Airport Ltd,
and Norwich City attracts many visitors with its Norman cathedral, castle and numerous
historic buildings. Indeed there are many tourist attractions throughout Norfolk, with
waterways, marshes, heaths, coastlines and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty.
21 In 2002 the county had an electorate of 632,163. By 2007, this is forecast to
increase by just over 4% to 658,880. The Council presently has 84 members, with one
member elected from each division. The county has 529 parishes.
22 To compare levels of electoral inequality between divisions, we calculated, in
percentage terms, the extent to which the number of electors per councillor in each
division (the councillor:elector ratio) varies from the county average. In the text which
follows, this figure may also be described using the shorthand term ‘electoral variance’.
23 At present each councillor represents an average of 7,526 electors, which the
County Council forecasts will increase to 7,844 by the year 2007 if the present number
of councillors is maintained. However, due to demographic change and migration over
the last two decades, the number of electors per councillor in 55 of the 84 divisions
varies by more than 10% from the district average while 25 divisions vary by more than
20%. The worst imbalance is in Taverham division (Broadland district) where the
councillor represents 59% more electors than the county average.
24 As detailed previously, in considering the County Council’s electoral arrangements
we must have regard to the boundaries of district wards. Following the completion of the
reviews of district warding arrangements in Norfolk, we are therefore faced with a new
starting point for considering electoral divisions. Our proposals for county divisions will
be based on the new district wards as opposed to those that existed prior to the recent
reviews. In view of the effect of these new district wards and changes in the electorate
over the past twenty years, which have resulted in electoral imbalances across the
county, changes to most if not all of the existing county electoral divisions are inevitable.
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Table 3: Existing electoral arrangements
Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Variance
from average
(percent)

1 Attleborough

1

10,441

39

2 Dereham East

1

8,959

19

3 Dereham West

1

9,044

20

4 Elmham & Mattishall

1

8,460

12

5 Guiltcross

1

7,408

-2

6 Necton & Launditch

1

8,067

7

7 Swaffham

1

7,702

2

8 Thetford East

1

6,306

-16

9 Thetford West

1

8,456

12

10 Watton

1

8,483

13

11 Wissey

1

7,588

1

12 Acle

1

7,069

-6

13 Aylsham

1

8,175

9

14 Blofield & Brundall

1

8,451

12

15 Hellesdon

1

9,119

21

16 Horsford

1

4,476

-41

17 Old Catton

1

7,891

5

18 Reepham

1

6,842

-9

19 Sprowston

1

7,931

5

20 Taverham

1

11,967

59

21 Thorpe St Andrew

1

10,023

33

22 Woodside

1

6,659

-12

23 Wroxham

1

7,228

-4

Division name (by district or
borough council area)
Breckland

Broadland
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Table 3 (continued): Existing electoral arrangements
Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2007)

Variance
from average
(percent)

1 Attleborough

1

11,112

42

2 Dereham East

1

9,887

26

3 Dereham West

1

9,687

23

4 Elmham & Mattishall

1

8,605

10

5 Guiltcross

1

7,622

-3

6 Necton & Launditch

1

8,417

7

7 Swaffham

1

7,984

2

8 Thetford East

1

7,202

-8

9 Thetford West

1

8,562

9

10 Watton

1

9,043

15

11 Wissey

1

7,617

-3

12 Acle

1

7,486

-5

13 Aylsham

1

8,803

12

14 Blofield & Brundall

1

8,723

11

15 Hellesdon

1

9,262

18

16 Horsford

1

4,784

-39

17 Old Catton

1

8,140

4

18 Reepham

1

7,285

-7

19 Sprowston

1

8,587

9

20 Taverham

1

12,602

61

21 Thorpe St Andrew

1

10891

39

22 Woodside

1

7,243

-8

23 Wroxham

1

7,490

-5

Division name (by district or
borough council area)
Breckland

Broadland
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Table 3 (continued): Existing electoral arrangements
Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Variance
from average
(percent)

24 Caister & Great Yarmouth
North

1

6,198

-18

25 East Flegg

1

8,973

19

26 Gorleston St Andrews

1

5,446

-28

27 Great Yarmouth Nelson

1

5,868

-22

28 Lothingland East &
Magdalen West

1

8,194

9

29 Lothingland West

1

9,422

25

30 Magdalen East & Claydon

1

5,293

-30

31 Northgate

1

4,193

-44

32 Southtown & Cobholm

1

6,435

-14

33 West Flegg

1

8,119

8

34 Dersingham

1

8,690

15

35 Docking

1

7,690

2

36 Downham Market

1

8,433

12

37 Feltwell

1

7,268

-3

38 Fincham

1

7,580

1

39 Freebridge Lynn

1

9,207

22

40 Gaywood North & Central

1

8,968

19

41 Gaywood South

1

6,108

-19

42 Hunstanton

1

8,784

17

43 King’s Lynn North &
Central

1

7,129

-5

44 King’s Lynn South

1

4,218

-44

45 Marshland North

1

8,909

18

46 Marshland South

1

8,599

14

Division name (by district or
borough council area)
Great Yarmouth

King’s Lynn & West Norfolk
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Table 3 (continued): Existing electoral arrangements
Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2007)

Variance
from average
(percent)

24 Caister & Great Yarmouth
North

1

6,507

-17

25 East Flegg

1

9,126

16

26 Gorleston St Andrews

1

5,456

-30

27 Great Yarmouth Nelson

1

5,939

-24

28 Lothingland East &
Magdalen West

1

8,983

15

29 Lothingland West

1

9,770

25

30 Magdalen East & Claydon

1

5,488

-30

31 Northgate

1

4,201

-46

32 Southtown & Cobholm

1

6,452

-18

33 West Flegg

1

8,603

10

34 Dersingham

1

8,737

11

35 Docking

1

7,590

-3

36 Downham Market

1

10,325

32

37 Feltwell

1

7,133

-9

38 Fincham

1

7,877

0

39 Freebridge Lynn

1

9,300

19

40 Gaywood North & Central

1

9,278

18

41 Gaywood South

1

6,447

-18

42 Hunstanton

1

8,827

13

1

7,122

-9

44 King’s Lynn South

1

4,864

-38

45 Marshland North

1

8,740

11

46 Marshland South

1

8,619

10

Division name (by district or
borough council area)
Great Yarmouth

King’s Lynn & West Norfolk

43

King’s Lynn North &
Central
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Table 3 (continued): Existing electoral arrangements
Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

1

8,203

9

48 Cromer

1

8,121

8

49 Erpingham & Melton
Constable

1

7,515

0

50 Fakenham

1

8,560

14

51 Holt

1

7,493

0

52 Mundesley

1

8,453

12

53 North Smallburgh

1

8,098

8

54 North Walsham

1

10,159

35

55 Sheringham

1

8,580

14

56 South Smallburgh

1

7,519

0

57 Wells

1

6,652

-12

58 Bowthorpe

1

8,734

16

59 Catton Grove

1

5,706

-24

60 Coslany

1

5,991

-20

61 Crome

1

5,094

-32

62 Eaton

1

6,294

-16

63 Heigham

1

5,635

-25

64 Henderson

1

5,664

-25

65 Lakenham

1

5,391

-28

66 Mancroft

1

6,869

-9

67 Mile Cross

1

5,458

-27

68 Mousehold

1

6,193

-18

69 Nelson

1

5,569

-26

70 St Stephen

1

5,611

-25

Division name (by district or
borough council area)
47 Winch

Variance
from average
(percent)

North Norfolk

Norwich City
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Table 3 (continued): Existing electoral arrangements
Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2007)

1

8,110

3

48 Cromer

1

8,545

9

49 Erpingham & Melton
Constable

1

8,048

3

50 Fakenham

1

9,413

20

51 Holt

1

7,951

1

52 Mundesley

1

8,748

12

53 North Smallburgh

1

8,255

5

54 North Walsham

1

10,964

40

55 Sheringham

1

8,925

14

56 South Smallburgh

1

7,779

-1

57 Wells

1

6,814

-13

58 Bowthorpe

1

9,939

27

59 Catton Grove

1

6,015

-23

60 Coslany

1

5,912

-25

61 Crome

1

4,824

-38

62 Eaton

1

6,010

-23

63 Heigham

1

5,503

-30

64 Henderson

1

5,927

-24

65 Lakenham

1

5,177

-34

66 Mancroft

1

8,126

4

67 Mile Cross

1

5,545

-29

68 Mousehold

1

5,976

-24

69 Nelson

1

5,359

-32

70 St Stephen

1

6,080

-22

Division name (by district or
borough council area)
47 Winch

Variance
from average
(percent)

North Norfolk

Norwich City
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Table 3 (continued): Existing electoral arrangements
Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2002)

Variance
from average
(percent)

71 Thorpe Hamlet

1

6,308

-16

72 Town Close

1

5,354

-29

73 University

1

5,397

-28

74 Clavering

1

7,636

1

75 Costessey

1

8,049

7

76 Diss

1

9,353

24

77 East Depwade

1

8,638

15

78 Henstead

1

7,436

-1

79 Hingham

1

7,298

-3

80 Humbleyard

1

7,561

0

81 Loddon

1

7,716

3

82 Long Stratton

1

8,679

15

83 West Depwade

1

8,601

14

84 Wymondham

1

10,106

34

Totals

84

632,163

–

Averages

–

7,526

–

Division name (by district or
borough council area)

South Norfolk
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Table 3 (continued): Existing electoral arrangements
Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2007)

Variance
from average
(percent)

71 Thorpe Hamlet

1

5,927

-24

72 Town Close

1

5,132

-35

73 University

1

5,927

-24

74 Clavering

1

7,480

-5

75 Costessey

1

8,875

13

76 Diss

1

9,526

21

77 East Depwade

1

8,864

13

78 Henstead

1

8,107

3

79 Hingham

1

7,526

-4

80 Humbleyard

1

8,066

3

81 Loddon

1

7,663

-2

82 Long Stratton

1

9,135

16

83 West Depwade

1

8,855

13

84 Wymondham

1

10,620

35

Totals

84

658,880

–

Averages

–

7,844

–

Division name (by district or
borough council area)

South Norfolk

Source:

Electorate figures are based on information provided by Norfolk County
Council at Stage Three of this review.

Note:

Each division is represented by a single councillor, hence the electorate
columns denote the number of electors represented by each councillor. The
‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the
number of electors represented by each councillor varies from the average
for the county. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average number
of electors. For example, in 2002, electors in both Northgate division in
Great Yarmouth borough and King’s Lynn South division in King’s Lynn &
West Norfolk borough were relatively over-represented by 44%, while
electors in Taverham division in Broadland district were significantly underrepresented by 59%. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole
number.
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3

Draft recommendations

25 During Stage One we received 17 representations, including a county-wide scheme
from Norfolk County Council, and representations from Great Yarmouth Borough
Council and Norwich City Council, the North City Branch of Norwich North Liberal
Democrats, nine parish and town councils, three local councillors and one local
resident. In the light of these representations and evidence available to us, we reached
preliminary conclusions which were set out in our report, Draft recommendations on the
future electoral arrangements for Norfolk County Council.
26 Our draft recommendations were based on the County Council’s proposals in six of
the seven districts, which achieved some improvement in electoral equality, and
provided a pattern of single-member divisions throughout these districts, together with
four amendments to the division boundaries of our own. However, we moved away from
the County Council’s scheme in Norwich City, using a combination on the County
Council’s Stage One submission, that of the North City Branch of Norwich North Liberal
Democrats and our own recommendations. This resulted in six single-member divisions
and three two-member divisions being proposed for the city. We proposed that:
•
•

Norfolk County Council should be served by 83 councillors;
there should be 80 electoral divisions, involving changes to the boundaries of all of
the existing divisions.

Draft recommendation
Norfolk County Council should comprise 83 councillors, serving 80 divisions.
27 Our proposals would have resulted in significant improvements in electoral equality,
with the number of electors per councillor in 55 of the 80 divisions varying by no more
than 10% from the county average. This level of electoral equality was forecast to
improve further, with only 13 divisions varying by more than 10% from the average in
2007.
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Responses to consultation

28 During the consultation on our draft recommendations report, we received 110
representations. A list of all respondents is available from us on request. All
representations may be inspected at our offices and those of Norfolk County Council.

Norfolk County Council
29 The County Council supported the draft recommendations for all districts with the
exception of Norwich City. It argued that Norwich should be represented by 13 county
councillors, as this would better reflect local communities, compared to the draft
recommendations. It also stated that it had underestimated the projected electorate in
Norwich and argued that the electorate is likely to increase more rapidly than it originally
forecast. The County Council also objected to the proposed two-member divisions in
Norwich, stating that these would combine diverse communities and therefore would not
‘work in practice’.

District, borough and city councils
30 Breckland District Council supported the draft recommendations for Norfolk County
Council. Broadland District Council put forward amendments to the draft
recommendations to divide Sprowston parish and to place Hemblington village in the
proposed Wroxham division. It also considered there to be two discrepancies between
the map and the text in our report.
31 North Norfolk District Council proposed that The Runtons ward should remain part of
Sheringham division and proposed two new division names.
32 Norwich City Council opposed the draft recommendations for Norwich and reaffirmed its support for the County Council’s Stage One proposal for 13 coterminous
single-member divisions. It argued that this arrangement would provide convenient and
effective local government and better reflect community identities.

Parish and town councils
33 Dereham Town Council supported our draft proposals, particularly in relation to
Dereham in Breckland. In Broadland, Blofield Parish Council also objected to our
proposal to include Hemblington parish in our proposed Wroxham division. Thorpe St
Andrew Parish Council opposed what was proposed for its area during the district
review of Broadland.
34 In King’s Lynn & West Norfolk, Snettisham Parish Council supported our draft
recommendations in so far as they affect Snettisham parish. Syderstone Parish Council
opposed our proposal to include Heacham borough ward in our proposed Docking
division and proposed an alternative ‘Summerfield’ division. Bircham Parish Council
also opposed the inclusion of Heacham borough ward in the proposed Docking division
and proposed an alternative division. East Rudham Parish Council supported Bircham
Parish Council’s proposal.
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35 In North Norfolk, North Walsham Town Council proposed two alternative division
names. Aylmerton Parish Council opposed its and Runton Parish’s inclusion in our
proposed Holt division. Runton Parish Council also opposed its inclusion in our
proposed Holt division. Hempstead Parish Council supported its inclusion in our
proposed Melton Constable division.
36 In South Norfolk, Costessey Parish Council supported our draft recommendations
for the district. Chedgrave Parish Council said that it had no comment to make on the
draft recommendations. Wortwell Parish Council opposed our draft recommendations to
include it in our proposed Clavering division and considered that it should be in a
division with Harleston district ward. Redenhall with Harleston Town Council supported
the views of Wortwell Parish Council. Hedenham parish meeting objected to its
inclusion in our proposed Clavering division and proposed that it be transferred into our
proposed Loddon division.
37 Woodton Parish Council considered that it should remain in a division with Loddon
as it is under the existing county divisions. Bedingham parish meeting considered it
should be included in our proposed Loddon division and confirmed its agreement of the
opinions expressed by Woodton Parish Council.

Other representations
38 A further 87 representations were received in response to our draft
recommendations from local political groups, local organisations, councillors and
residents.
39 Norwich North Liberal Democrats North City Branch fully supported our proposals for
the whole county. Great Yarmouth Constituency Labour Party fully supported our draft
recommendations for Great Yarmouth.
40 In Broadland, Councillor Fisher pointed out an ‘idiosyncrasy’ involving two properties
(one placed in Thorpe St Andrew South East district ward and the other in St Andrews
North West district ward) arising from the district review. He also opposed two-member
divisions in Norwich.
41 In King’s Lynn & West Norfolk a local resident proposed an alternative scheme for
the whole borough, based on 15 county councillors representing the borough. In North
Norfolk, a local resident opposed the inclusion of The Runtons district ward in our
proposed Holt division.
42 In Norwich City, seven political parties, 32 submissions from district and county
councillors, two MPs, two local groups and 19 local residents all considered that
Norwich City should be represented by 13 councillors as proposed by the County
Council in their Stage One submission. General opposition to two-member divisions
was also expressed in these submissions. A list of all these respondents can be seen in
Appendix A.
43 In South Norfolk, South Norfolk Conservative Association considered that both
Woodton and Bedingham parishes should be transferred from our proposed Long
Stratton division to our proposed Loddon division. Woodton C. Primary School stated its
support for Woodton Parish Council’s submission. We received a further 17
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submissions from local residents in opposition to our proposal to include Woodton and
Bedingham parishes in Long Stratton division.
44 Councillor Hockaday opposed our proposed Wymondham division and considered
that the Wymondham area should be represented as one county division. Alternatively
she proposed to divide Wymondham parish into two divisions.
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Further draft recommendations

45 As part of our draft recommendations we proposed amendments to the County
Council’s proposals for Norwich City. In its Stage One proposal the County Council
proposed that 13 councillors represent the city. However, when deciding council size we
seek to ensure that each district area within the county is allocated the correct number
of county councillors, reflecting the district’s proportion of the county’s electorate. Under
the County Council’s Stage One electorate figures, by 2007 Norwich City would be
entitled to 12 councillors, not 13 as the County Council proposed. We did not consider
that there was any argumentation that would persuade us to recommend an incorrect
allocation of councillors between the districts and boroughs of a county. While we
accepted the evidence for the retention of the existing council size, we had little
alternative but to recommend a reduction of one councillor to 83, which would provide
the correct allocation of councillors between the districts and boroughs of the county,
and so reflecting the fact that Norwich City would be entitled to 12 county councillors.
46 During Stage Three the County Council submitted revised projected electorate
forecasts for Norwich City. It considered that it had under-estimated the projected
electorate for Norwich and stated that, by 2007, there would be a further increase of
2,829 electors, giving the city a total electorate of 98,193, as opposed to the 95,364
stated in the County Council’s original electorate projections at the start of Stage One. It
considered that there were three principle factors that indicated that its original forecast
was under-estimated. These were: the increased government promotion of urban
regeneration and urban density, resulting in increased building in Norwich; the recent
electoral figures for 2003, which show that the electorate has increased rather than
remained static as had originally been assumed; and that the County Council stated
that, in its original estimate, it did not include any growth for the number of students at
the University of East Anglia (UEA). The County Council’s revised forecast figures for
Norwich were calculated based on this new information.
47 At Stage three, of the 66 submissions we received in response to our draft
recommendations for Norwich City only The North Norwich Liberal Democrats North
City Branch supported our draft proposals for Norwich. The remaining respondents
considered that Norwich should be represented by 13 councillors. A full list of the
respondents in opposition to our proposals can be seen in Appendix A. We were
persuaded by the evidence provided by the County Council that the revised figures are
the best estimate that can be reasonably made at this time.
48 Under the revised electorate forecast, Norwich City would be entitled to 12.52
councillors by 2007 (rounded up to 13) rather than the 12 allocated in our draft
recommendations. Therefore, our draft recommendation for a council size of 83 would
result in a misallocation of councillors under the County Council’s revised projected
electorate figures. We therefore considered an increase in council size from 83 to 84
members which, we noted, the County Council had sufficiently argued for at Stage One.
This would allow for 13 councillors to represent Norwich City and would have minimal
impact on the remaining districts and boroughs to which the draft recommendations
would still apply, as the allocation of councillors in these areas would be unaffected. We
therefore proposed moving away from our draft recommendations regarding council
size to adopt a council size of 84, an increase in one which, given the information
available to us, provided the best balance between the statutory criteria.
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49 In light of our decision to recommend a council size of 84, we decided to publish
further draft recommendations, in order to seek views on a council size of 84, and on a
new division pattern for Norwich City based on the County Council’s Stage One
proposal for 13 coterminous single-member divisions, based on the city ward
boundaries. We did not seek comments on the draft recommendations for the rest of the
county of Norfolk. There was a consultation period of four weeks, from 29 June 2004 to
26 July 2004, during which respondents were invited to comment on the new draft
recommendations for Norwich and for a council size of 84.

Responses to further consultation for Norwich City and council
size
50 We received 41 submissions during the consultation period for our further draft
recommendations. Of these submissions, 14 detailed comments regarding areas in
other districts and boroughs of Norfolk, and consequently could not be taken into
account at this stage of the review.
51 Norfolk County Council supported our further draft recommendations for Norwich
City to be represented by 13 coterminous single-member divisions. Norwich City
Council, six political parties, eight county councillors, two MPs and nine local residents
also supported our further draft recommendations for Norwich city. Furthermore, the
County Council, Councillors Whitaker and Panting and one local resident, supported a
council size of 84. A full list of these respondents can be seen in Appendix A.
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Analysis and final recommendations

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

Electorate forecasts
57 Since 1975 there has been a 29% increase in the electorate of Norfolk. At the start
of Stage One of the review the County Council submitted electorate forecasts for the
year 2007, projecting an increase in the electorate of just under 4% from 632,163 to
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656,051 over the five-year period from 2002 to 2007. It expected most of the growth to
be in Broadland district, although a significant amount is also expected in the districts of
Breckland and North Norfolk. In order to prepare these forecasts, the Council estimated
rates and locations of housing development with regard to structure and local plans, the
expected rate of building over the five-year period and assumed occupancy rates.
58 During Stage One Wymondham Town Council queried the forecast electorate for
2007 in the district of South Norfolk. The County Council were invited to respond to this
query and replied by describing how it arrived at this figure, which it then confirmed as
being the best estimate available at the time. We stated that we realised that forecasting
electorates is difficult and, after considering all the evidence received concerning
electorate forecasts, we accepted that the County Council’s figures were the best
estimates that could reasonably be made at the time of publishing our draft
recommendations.
59 At Stage Three we received five submissions relating to the electorate forecasts.
The Council stated that it had considerably underestimated the 2007 electorate forecast
for Norwich. It supplied evidence regarding the reason behind this and stated that there
were a number of ‘highly significant factors,’ which included the fact that ‘the County
Council’s Demographic Unit’s latest projection for Norwich – which is policy based – is
for an increase of 1,775 in the 18-plus population from mid-02 to mid-07’. It went on to
state that ‘this is a considerably larger share of the growth in the County’s population
than was the case in the projections used for the County Council’s original submission’.
Secondly, the County Council stated that, while in its original electorate projections the
County Council had ‘predicted a level population for Norwich over the next five years,
the most recent electoral figures (for 2003) undermine these original projections and
instead show an increase of 1,138 electors from 2002 to 2003’. Thirdly, it stated that
‘the original estimate for the 2007 electorate did not make any allowance for a change in
the size of the institutional (i.e. non-household) population’. It went on to state that since
the original projections were produced it had become apparent that ‘the University of
East Anglia (UEA) has planned a substantial increase in student numbers – an increase
of around 2,091 by 2007’ and that ‘the majority of students at UEA are resident in
Norwich’.
60 Based on these factors, the County Council considered that ‘Norwich’s electorate by
2007 is likely to be higher by several thousand’ than was originally predicted. However,
despite the above evidence the County Council did not initially supply revised 2007
electorate figures for Norwich. In light of this we wrote to the County Council and asked
whether it could confirm that its original 2007 forecast figure for Norwich (95,364)
remained its best estimate.
61 The Council replied and stated that it could ‘confirm that the original estimate for the
electorate for Norwich in 2007 [95,364] was too low’ and considered that ‘instead the
figure should be 98,193 electors’.
62 The County Council arrived at its revised projections by taking the 2002 electorate
for Norwich and then adding the expected increase in electors arising from the
increased number of students at UEA and the updated ‘demographic projection control’
figures. It stated that ‘the demographic control of the total electorate was revised, using
our latest (2001-based) District population projections of the increase in the population
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aged 18+ from mid-2002 to mid-2007’ and noted that this gave an ‘additional 1,773
persons, making the 2007 control figure 95,268 + 1,773 giving 97,041’.
63 It then used the figures supplied by the UEA regarding anticipated student numbers
and noted that there was a rise in ‘Home/EU F/T and undergraduates and
postgraduates (excluding those “abroad”) – from 7,748 in 2002/03 to 9,285 in 2007/08
giving +1,537’. It was then ‘assumed that 75% of these students would appear on the
electoral register, giving an extra 1,152 electors’. The County Council stated that ‘the
demographic projections had assumed that the student population of UEA would remain
constant over the projection period’ and ‘the additional students can therefore be added
after controlling, as the policy-based migration assumptions on which the demographic
projections are based do not make any allowance for migration other than in the private
household population’. The revised total figure of 98,193 was reached by adding the
extra 1,152 student electors to the 97,041 mentioned above.
64 We looked carefully at the methodology behind the Council’s revised figures and
asked them to confirm that they had investigated the figures for the other districts in
Norfolk with the same vigour that they had shown in reviewing the Norwich forecasts.
We also asked them to comment on the level of student registration in Norwich and
what, if any, steps the Council was taking to encourage student registration.
65 The Council responded to these queries and stated that it had ‘considered the 2007
electorate forecasts for the other districts at the same time that we were re-examining
Norwich’. It ‘concluded that there was no reason to change the other district numbers
and the revised figure for Norwich has no “knock-on” effect on the rest of the county’.
Throughout the review the County Council took the approach that, unless a significant
issue had been raised regarding electorate forecasts, it was presumed that the original
figures remained accurate. However, ‘at the same time as the investigation of the
Norwich electorate, although no issues had been raised about other district electorates,
it was decided to examine whether any significant issues were likely to affect the
estimates of these districts’. It concluded that no such issues were found and therefore
was content that its original projections for the remaining districts in Norfolk remain the
best estimates currently available.
66 With regard to the level of registration amongst students, the County Council stated
that ‘while there are no specific figures available for levels of registration amongst
students, you should be aware that UEA registers all students in their first year, as it is
their policy to provide accommodation on campus for all first-year students’. The
Council went on to state that ‘the County Council’s Communication Unit with the
Democratic Services division will be leading a “marketing” and awareness campaign in
the run-up to the May 2005 County Council elections’. This campaign, the purpose of
which would be to encourage people to register and vote, ‘is likely to target young
people aged 18-21, which by its nature will include university students’.
67 We received four other submissions in response to our draft recommendations that
questioned the electorate forecast figures for Norwich City, from Councillor Cameron,
Councillor Hacker and two local residents. All considered that the electorate for the city
had been underestimated. Councillor Cameron considered that there had been no
evidence to suggest that the ‘capacity of households would decline in the next four
years’, nor had the projections taken into account the ‘planned increase in student
numbers’ at UEA. Councillor Hacker was ‘not at all sure that the predicted figures are
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correct as it contradicts what we are seeing on the ground’. Both local residents
reiterated these points in their submissions. One of the local residents considered that
the 2002 electorate provided by the County Council was ‘assumed’ as the ‘published
electoral register showed an electorate of 97,762 – a significant difference’. We asked
the County Council to comment on these submissions.
68 The County Council responded to each of the issues raised in the above mentioned
submissions in the evidence it provided to us. It stated that it too had identified these
issues as discussed above, and considered these had now been addressed in its
revised electorate forecast figures.
69 However, it should be noted that the continued uncertainty over the accuracy of the
electorate forecasts has caused us considerable difficulties in conducting this review
and reaching the most appropriate council size for Norfolk and County Council electoral
arrangements for Norwich. While we are content that the County Council’s revised
figures now represent the best estimates currently available, given the changes in the
electorate forecasts towards the end of the review, we will continue to monitor the
electorate over coming years to ensure that the most suitable electoral arrangements
are in place.
70 During the period of consultation on our further draft recommendations we received
three queries from local residents regarding the projected figures for King’s Lynn &
West Norfolk borough, arguing that this borough was also entitled to an extra councillor.
We asked the County Council to comment on these, and it responded by detailing how
it had thoroughly examined the projected electorate for the whole county when it
investigated the figures for Norwich City. We remain content that the forecast electorate
for the rest of the county is still the best estimate that is available at this time. It should
be noted that, under the revised figures, King’s Lynn & West Norfolk borough is not
entitled to an additional councillor.
71 A local resident submitted a number of queries regarding the calculation and
reliability of the County Council’s forecast electorate across Norfolk, but specifically for
South Norfolk district. He argued, for example, that there are many mistakes and
inaccuracies in the electorate registers, particularly for Wymondham, East and West
Depwade divisions, that the increase in student population at the University of East
Anglia should be split between Norwich City and South Norfolk district and that it is
likely that the student population for the hospital will decline, due to the fact that the
hospital is expected to be downgraded.
72 However, we consider that the County Council sufficiently addressed these issues in
its response to his submissions. It stated that the electorate totals had been compared
to figures published by the Audit Commission and compared to population trends by the
County Council Demographics Section, and there is therefore no reason to amend the
figures. It checked with the University Accommodation Office, who confirmed that all
their halls of residence and the vast majority of the rest of their housing stock are
located within Norwich City boundaries. Finally, it stated that the hospital currently has
an intake of up to 150 undergraduates each year and, when the school is fully
operational, it will train approximately 500 students. We therefore remain content that
the projected figures are the best available at this time.
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73 Having considered the County Council’s revised forecasts for Norwich and its
responses to the queries that we raised, we accept that these revised electorate
forecasts are the best estimates that can be made at the current time. Under these
revised figures the 2007 total electorate for Norwich is 98,193, while the revised 2007
total electorate for Norfolk is 658,880.

Council size
74 As explained earlier, we now require justification for any council size proposed,
whether it is an increase, decrease, or retention of the existing council size.
75 Norfolk County Council presently has 84 members. At Stage One, the County
Council proposed retaining a council of 84 members serving 84 single-member
divisions. It correctly identified council size as the starting point for its submission, and
considered the role of councillors ‘in the context of the new political structures which
have arisen from the modernising process’. It also undertook extensive consultation with
the public (both by advertising and through a community discussion day conducted by
the MORI market research organisation), finding that ‘a clear majority concluded that
the present size of the County Council was about right’.
76 Councillor Collishaw (Broadland district) proposed a council size of 80 members, but
provided no argumentation to support this number. A local resident, stated that the
number of representatives in divisions bordering neighbouring authorities should be
doubled because ‘there is … a need for better co-ordination of wards that border
neighbouring authorities’. However, he did not put forward any specific proposal for
what council size would provide the best local government for Norfolk.
77 At the end of Stage One we did not consider that we had sufficient evidence to make
a decision on council size and therefore requested further evidence in support of each
of these proposed council sizes. Only the County Council responded, and it provided
good argumentation as to why a council of 84 councillors would provide effective local
government for Norfolk. It described the council’s internal political management
structure and the role of councillors in the new structure under the proposed council
size.
78 We were satisfied that the County Council had considered the effect of the new
political management structure and had given good consideration to councillors’
workloads and roles within this new structure. We noted the other two submissions
regarding the number of councillors, but were not persuaded by them due to the lack of
argumentation provided. We further noted the good levels of consultation and significant
support for retaining 84 councillors.
79 However, while we were persuaded by the County Council’s argumentation that a
council size of around the existing number would provide the best local government for
Norfolk, we did not adopt the County Council’s proposal to retain the existing council
size of 84 as part of our draft recommendations. As part of any county review, we will
seek to ensure that each district area within the county is allocated the correct number
of county councillors, reflecting the district’s proportion of the county’s electorate. By
2007 Norwich City was entitled to 12 councillors under the original electorate forecasts,
not 13 as the County Council proposed. We did not consider that there was a strong
enough argument to persuade us to recommend an incorrect allocation of councillors
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between the districts and boroughs of the county. We therefore had little alternative but
to recommend a reduction of one councillor, to 83, which provides the correct allocation
of councillors between the districts and boroughs of the county. We also noted that
Councillor Collishaw (Broadland district) proposed a reduction in council size and that
the Norwich Liberal Democrats stated that the number of councillors ‘should remain
approximately the same … [but it] would not object to any slight change either more or
less’. There has been more local support for a slight reduction in council size than an
increase. We did not consider that this reduction would have any significant impact on
the County Council’s ability to fulfil its functions and considered that the County
Council’s argumentation and evidence for retaining the existing council size could still
apply to our proposed council size.
80 Therefore, having looked at the size and distribution of the electorate, the geography
and other characteristics of the area, together with the responses received, in our draft
recommendations we concluded that the statutory criteria would best be met by a
council of 83 members.
81 As discussed in the electorate forecasts section, in its Stage Three submission the
County Council stated that it had underestimated the 2007 projected electorate for
Norwich. It has now provided us with revised electorate forecast figures for Norwich and
we accept that these revised figures are the best estimate that can currently be made of
the 2007 electorate, not only in Norwich but across the whole of the county. On these
revised figures, a council of 83 members provides the incorrect allocation of councillors
between the districts and boroughs of Norfolk, as Norwich would now be entitled to 13
councillors by 2007. The correct allocation of councillors between the districts and
boroughs of Norfolk can now be provided by the retention of the existing council size of
84 (with the extra councillor allocated to Norwich). This is what we recommended in our
further draft recommendations.
82 We note that the Council’s initial proposal was for a council size of 84 and that it
provided strong argumentation for this proposed council size. Therefore, in light of the
revised electorate figures and the incorrect allocation of councillors that a council size of
83 now provides, we proposed endorsing a council size of 84 as part of our further draft
recommendations.
83 We received overwhelming support for our further draft recommendations on council
size. We are therefore confirming our further draft recommendation for a council size of
84 as final.

Electoral arrangements
84 We broadly based our draft recommendations on the County Council’s singlemember scheme as we considered that it would provide a good balance between
electoral equality and coterminosity. We did, however, propose some minor
amendments to division boundaries, and put forward our own proposals for Norwich
City, incorporating parts of both the County Council’s and Norwich Liberal Democrats’
submissions for that city.
85 Under our draft recommendations, we adopted without modification the County
Council’s proposals for Breckland, North Norfolk and South Norfolk districts and Great
Yarmouth borough. We noted the local support these proposals received and
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considered that they would provide for both good electoral equality and coterminosity.
We proposed two amendments to the County Council’s proposals for Broadland district
to provide a better balance between coterminosity and electoral equality. We also
proposed two amendments to the County Council’s scheme for the borough of King’s
Lynn & West Norfolk, to improve coterminosity and community identity.
86 As previously discussed, we were unable to adopt the County Council’s proposals
for Norwich City in full, as it allocated 13 councillors to the city when, by 2007, it would
be entitled to 12. The Norwich Liberal Democrats provided an alternative scheme with a
pattern of multi-member divisions based on 12 councillors for the city. However, their
proposals provided only 20% coterminosity and we considered that they did not fully
justify three three-member divisions. We therefore proposed a combination of the two
schemes, resulting in 56% coterminosity and no division having an electoral variance of
over 10% from the average by 2007. Under our draft recommendations, we proposed
six single-member divisions and three two-member divisions in Norwich City.
87 As detailed previously we published further draft recommendations based on the
County Council’s revised electoral forecast figures for Norwich and the resultant council
size of 84, we received overwhelming support for our further draft recommendations
and intend adopting the County Council’s Stage One proposals for Norwich as final.
88 As the revised electorate projections result in a new councillor:elector ratio for the
2007 figures (7,844 as opposed to 7,904), the change in the figures for Norwich has
also affected electoral variances elsewhere in the county. However, while some
variances have changed, these changes have been marginal. In just two divisions
(Cromer and North Walsham in North Norfolk) variances have risen above 10% and in
each case this rise has been very marginal (from 10% to 11% in both cases). In a
number of other divisions the variances have actually improved as a result of the
revised councillor:elector ratio.
89 Our final recommendations would also involve re-warding the parish of Sprowston in
Broadland district, in order to facilitate a good balance between electoral equality and
community identity. This was proposed locally by the County Council and is detailed in
the parishing arrangements section at the end of this chapter.
90 Details of our final recommendations are set out in Tables 1 and 2, and illustrated on
the large maps.
91 For county division purposes, the seven district and borough areas in the county are
considered in turn, as follows:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

Breckland district (page 56)
Broadland district (page 57)
Great Yarmouth borough (page 61)
King’s Lynn & West Norfolk borough (page 63)
North Norfolk district (page 67)
Norwich City (page 70)
South Norfolk district (page 74)
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Breckland district
92 Under the current arrangements the district of Breckland is represented by 11 county
councillors serving 11 divisions. Attleborough, Dereham East, Dereham West, Elmham
& Mattishall, Necton & Launditch, Swaffham, Thetford West and Watton divisions are
under-represented with 39%, 19%, 20%, 12%, 7%, 2%,12% and 13% more electors per
councillor than the county average respectively (42%, 26%, 23%, 10%, 7%, 2%, 9%
and 15% more by 2007). The divisions of Guiltcross and Thetford East are overrepresented with 2% and 16% fewer electors per county councillor than the county
average respectively (3% and 8% fewer by 2007). Wissey division is currently
under-represented with 1% more electors per councillor than the county average (3%
fewer by 2007).
93 During Stage One, we only received one submission regarding this area, that from
the County Council. Its single-member scheme would provide for a good balance
between the statutory criteria, with 83% coterminosity and no division having an
electoral variance of more than 10% from the average by 2007.
94 The County Council’s proposed Attleborough division would consist of Burgh &
Haverscroft and Queen’s wards. Its proposed Dereham North division would consist of
Dereham-Humbletoft and Dereham-Neatherd wards and Scarning parish from
Springvale & Scarning ward, while its proposed Dereham South division would consist
of Dereham-Central and Dereham-Toftwood wards. The proposed Elmham & Mattishall
division would consist of Eynsford, Swanton Morley, Two Rivers and Upper Wensum
wards, and the proposed Guiltcross division would consist of Buckenham, East
Guiltcross, Harling & Heathlands and West Guiltcross wards. Its proposed Necton &
Launditch division would comprise Hermitage, Launditch, Necton and Taverner wards
as well as Fransham, Gressenhall, Longham and Wendling parishes from Springvale &
Scarning ward.
95 The County Council’s proposed Swaffham division would consist of Nar Valley and
Swaffham wards and its proposed The Brecks division would comprise Conifer, Mid
Forest, Wayland, Weeting and Wissey wards. Its proposed Thetford East division would
consist of Thetford-Castle and Thetford-Guildhall wards, and its proposed Thetford
West division would comprise Thetford-Abbey and Thetford-Saxon wards. Its proposed
Watton division would comprise Templar and Watton wards, and its proposed Yare & All
Saints division would consist of All Saints, Haggard de Toni, Shipdham and Upper Yare
wards.
96 Under Norfolk County Council’s Stage One proposals (with a council size of 84,
using the County Council’s original electorate figures) the divisions of Attleborough,
Elmham & Mattishall, Guiltcross, Necton & Launditch, The Brecks and Thetford West
would initially be under-represented with 5%, 12%, 3%, 7%, 11% and 12% more
electors per councillor than the county average respectively (9%, 10%, 2%, 8%, 8% and
10% more by 2007). Dereham North, Swaffham, Thetford East, Watton and Yare & All
Saints divisions would initially be over-represented with 6%, 5%, 16%, 8% and 7%
fewer electors per councillor than the county average respectively (2%, 5%, 8%, 5%
and 8% fewer by 2007). Dereham South division would initially be over-represented with
1% fewer electors per councillor (6% more by 2007).
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97 We proposed to adopt the County Council’s scheme for Breckland district in its
entirety as it would provide for both good electoral equality and coterminosity and we
received no other proposals. There was one proposed division, Dereham North, where
the links between Dereham-Humbletoft ward and Scarning parish looked to be tenuous
on paper. However, having visited the area, we were content to recommend this division
as Dereham Road provides a strong link between the wards and there is further access
by foot.
98 In the district of Breckland two of the proposed divisions were not coterminous.
These were the proposed Dereham North and Necton & Launditch divisions, but they
would provide excellent electoral equality.
99 Under our draft recommendations (with a council size of 83, using the County
Council’s original electorate figures) the divisions of Attleborough, Elmham & Mattishall,
Guiltcross, Necton & Launditch, The Brecks and Thetford West would initially be underrepresented with 3%, 11%, 2%, 6%, 10% and 11% more electors per councillor than the
county average respectively (7%, 9%, 1%, 6%, 7% and 8% more by 2007). Dereham
North, Swaffham, Thetford East, Watton and Yare & All Saints divisions would initially
be over-represented with 7%, 6%, 17%, 9% and 8% fewer electors per councillor than
the county average respectively (3%, 6%, 9%, 6% and 9% fewer by 2007). Dereham
South would have initially be over-represented with 2% fewer electors per councillor
(5% more by 2007). Our draft recommendations would provide 83% coterminosity
between county divisions and district wards.
100 At Stage Three, we received four submissions in relation to our draft
recommendations for Breckland. The County Council noted that we adopted its Stage
One proposal in full and made no further comments on this district. Breckland [District]
Council, Norwich North Liberal Democrats North City Branch and Dereham Town
Council also fully supported our draft recommendations for the district.
101 Having carefully considered the representations received, in light of the complete
support we have received for our proposals in this area, we have decided to confirm our
draft recommendations as final in Breckland.
102 Under our final recommendations (with a council size of 84, using the County
Council’s revised electorate figures) the divisions of Attleborough, Elmham & Mattishall,
Guiltcross, Necton & Launditch, The Brecks and Thetford West would initially have 5%,
12%, 3%, 7%, 11% and 12% more electors per councillor than the county average
respectively (8%, 10%, 2%, 7%, 8% and 9% more by 2007). Dereham North, Swaffham,
Thetford East, Watton and Yare & All Saints divisions would initially have 6%, 5%, 16%,
8% and 7% fewer electors per councillor than the county average respectively (2%, 6%,
8%, 5% and 8% fewer by 2007). Dereham South would initially have 1% fewer electors
per councillor than the county average (6% more by 2007). Under our final
recommendations coterminosity would remain at 83% between district wards and
county divisions. Our final recommendations are illustrated on the large outline map.

Broadland district
103 Under the current arrangements the district of Broadland is represented by 12
county councillors serving 12 divisions. The divisions of Aylsham, Blofield & Brundall,
Hellesdon, Old Catton, Sprowston, Taverham and Thorpe St Andrew are under57

represented with 9%, 12%, 21%, 5%, 5%, 59% and 33% more electors per councillor
than the county average respectively (12%, 11%, 18%, 4%, 9%, 61% and 39% more by
2007). Acle, Horsford, Reepham, Woodside and Wroxham divisions are overrepresented with 6%, 41%, 9%, 12% and 4% fewer electors per councillor than the
county average respectively (5%, 39%, 7%, 8% and 5% fewer by 2007).
104 At Stage One, we only received one scheme regarding this district, that from the
County Council. Its proposals would provide for 38% coterminosity, with four divisions
having electoral variances of over 10% from the average by 2007 (one over 20%).
105 The County Council’s proposed Acle division would comprise Acle, Burlingham
and Marshes wards, while its proposed Aylsham division would consist of Aylsham ward
and Brampton and Buxton with Lammas parishes of Buxton ward. Its proposed Blofield
& Brundall division would comprise Brundall ward and Blofield parish of Blofield with
South Walsham ward. Its proposed Drayton & Horsford division would comprise
Drayton North and Drayton South wards and Horsford parish of Horsford & Felthorpe
ward. Its proposed Hellesdon division would consist of Hellesdon North West and
Hellesdon South East wards, while its proposed Hevingham & Spixworth division would
comprise Hevingham and Spixworth with St Faiths wards, Frettenham parish of Buxton
ward and Crostwick and Horstead with Stanninghall parishes of Coltishall ward. The
County Council’s proposed Old Catton division would consist of Old Catton &
Sprowston West ward.
106 The County Council’s proposed Reepham division would comprise Eynesford,
Great Witchingham and Reepham wards and Felthorpe parish of Horsford & Felthorpe
ward. Sprowston division would consist of Sprowston Central ward and part of
Sprowston East parish ward of Sprowston parish. Its proposed Taverham division would
comprise Taverham North and Taverham South wards, while its proposed Thorpe St
Andrew division would consist of Plumstead and Thorpe St Andrew South East wards.
Its proposed Woodside division would consist of Thorpe St Andrew North West ward
and part of Sprowston East parish ward of Sprowston parish. Its proposed Wroxham
division would comprise Wroxham ward, Hemblington, South Walsham, Upton with
Fishley and Woodbastwick parishes from Blofield with South Walsham ward and
Coltishall parish of Coltishall ward.
107 Under Norfolk County Council’s proposals (with a council size of 84, using the
County Council’s original electorate figures) the divisions of Hellesdon, Hevingham &
Spixworth, Sprowston and Taverham would initially be under-represented with 21%,
5%, 26% and 3% more electors per councillor than the county average respectively
(19%, 5%, 23% and 5% more by 2007). Acle, Aylsham, Blofield & Brundall, Drayton &
Horsford, Old Catton, Reepham, Woodside and Wroxham divisions would initially be
over-represented with 13%, 7%, 4%, 3%, 18%, 11%, 12% and 11% fewer electors per
councillor than the county average respectively (10%, 3%, 5%, 1%, 11%, 9%, 8% and
11% fewer by 2007). Thorpe St Andrew division would initially be over-represented with
4% fewer electors per councillor than the county average (3% more by 2007).
108 We proposed to adopt the County Council’s scheme for Broadland with one
amendment to improve coterminosity and one to improve electoral equality. The first
amendment was to transfer Felthorpe parish from the proposed Reepham division to
the proposed Drayton & Horsford division to unite Horsford & Felthorpe ward in the
latter division. Having visited the area, we considered that there are good links between
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the constituent parts of Horsford & Felthorpe ward and that the better reflection of
community identity justified the resultant electoral inequality in the proposed Reepham
division (-17% from the average by 2007). However, we proposed a further amendment
to improve electoral equality elsewhere in the district. We proposed transferring
Crostwick and Horstead with Stanninghall parishes from Coltishall ward in the proposed
Hevingham & Spixworth division to an amended Wroxham division. This would not
affect coterminosity but improved electoral equality and would provide two divisions with
electoral variances of under 8% by 2007. The River Bure and Belaugh Broad do restrict
access between the constituent parts of the proposed Wroxham division but, having
visited the area, we were satisfied that Wroxham Road in the north and the junction of
Dobbs’ Lane, Primrose Lane and Rackheath Lane in the south provide reasonable
transport links between the two parts of the division.
109 Under the County Council’s proposals Sprowston parish would be divided into four
parish wards (there are three at present). This was so that part of Sprowston East
parish ward could be included in the proposed Woodside division and part in Sprowston
division. Although we do not generally seek to ward parishes as part of a county review,
we accepted that it will be necessary in some instances, and in this case we considered
that further warding of Sprowston parish would facilitate the development of a scheme
that would provide a good balance between electoral equality and coterminosity across
the district. Consequently we proposed that Sprowston East parish ward be divided
between the proposed Sprowston South East parish ward (to be included in the
proposed Sprowston division and to be represented by seven parish councillors) and
the proposed Sprowston North East parish ward (to be included in the proposed
Woodside division and to be represented by one parish councillor). This is discussed
further in the parishing section at the end of this report.
110 In relation to the County Council’s proposed Thorpe St Andrew division we
acknowledged the anomaly of Thorpe St Andrew South East ward, with a section of it
being detached. A section of Thorpe St Andrew South East ward is separated from the
rest of Thorpe St Andrew South East ward by a branch of the River Yare, which is part
of Norwich City. The County Council proposed that both parts of this ward be included
in the proposed Thorpe St Andrew division, and we concurred that this arrangement
would best reflect the identities and interests of the local community as the two parts are
retained within the same division. We also noted that the detached section lies at the
edge of the district and there is little scope to address this anomaly as it would require
amending the external boundary of the district, something that is beyond the remit of
this review.
111 In the district of Broadland we proposed six non-coterminous divisions: Aylsham,
Blofield & Brundall, Hevingham & Spixworth, Sprowston, Woodside and Wroxham. We
noted that the County Council’s scheme was widely consulted on and grouped similar
communities in single divisions. The mixture of urban and rural areas made achieving a
high level of coterminosity difficult, and we considered that the draft recommendations
would provide the best balance between electoral equality and coterminosity.
112 In Broadland district we proposed a Hellesdon division (as put forward by the
County Council) that would have an electoral variance of 17% by 2007. This was
because an adjacent district borders the division on three sides, which, combined with
the need to maintain local community ties, left little scope to reduce this variance. The
proposed Sprowston division would have an electoral variance of 21% by 2007. The
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County Council consulted widely on two options for this area, and the majority of
interested parties preferred the first option, which the County Council therefore
recommended to the Boundary Committee. It argued that this option ‘ensures that the
community spirit and local ties are maintained’, the alternative being an arbitrary division
through Sprowston itself. In light of this, we considered that the former option would
provide the best reflection of the statutory criteria and so proposed to adopt it as part of
our draft recommendations.
113 Under our draft recommendations (with a council size of 83, using the County
Council’s original electorate figures) the divisions of Drayton & Horsford, Hellesdon,
Sprowston and Taverham would initially be under-represented with 3%, 20%, 25% and
2% more electors per councillor than the county average respectively (6%, 17%, 21%
and 4% more by 2007). Acle, Aylsham, Blofield & Brundall, Hevingham & Spixworth,
Old Catton, Reepham and Woodside divisions would initially be over-represented with
14%, 8%, 5%, 8%, 19%, 19% and 13% fewer electors per councillor than the county
average respectively (12%, 4%, 6%, 8%, 12%, 17% and 9% fewer by 2007). Thorpe St
Andrew division would initially be over-represented with 5% fewer electors per
councillors than the county average (2% more by 2007). The number of electors per
councillor in Wroxham division would initially be equal to the county average (1% fewer
the average by 2007). Our draft recommendations would achieve 54% coterminosity
between county divisions and district wards.
114 At Stage Three we received six submissions in response to our draft
recommendations for Broadland. The County Council and Norwich North Liberal
Democrats North City Branch accepted our draft proposals for the district. Broadland
District Council expressed concern about the division of Sprowston parish, and
considered that this ‘could cause confusion to electors in addition to a loss of
community identity’. It considered that ‘an alternative would be to retain the parish of
Sprowston as a county division in its own right with two members’. Broadland District
Council was also concerned with the inclusion of Hemblington parish in our proposed
Wroxham division, considering that it has more local identity with Blofield and Brundell
parishes. It therefore proposed that Hemblington parish should be transferred from
Wroxham division into Blofield & Brundall division.
115 Blofield Parish Council also objected to our proposal to include Hemblington
parish in our proposed Wroxham division and recommended that we ‘reconsider’ this
proposal. Thorpe St Andrew Parish Council opposed what was proposed for its area
during the district review of Broadfield and expressed its support for Councillor Fisher’s
views. Councillor Fisher pointed out an ‘idiosyncrasy’ involving two properties, one
placed in Thorpe St Andrew South East district ward as well as Woodside division and
the other in Thorpe St Andrews North West district ward as well as Thorpe St Andrew
division, arising from the district review. He stated that this ‘problem’ should be
corrected, as it would be likely to result in the electors in question voting at different
polling stations for district and county elections.
116 We have carefully considered all the representations that we received for this area.
We investigated the possibility of proposing a two-member Sprowston division as
proposed by Broadland District Council. However, to propose a division comprising the
parish in its entirety would have a significant impact on the surrounding divisions. It
would be possible to create a coterminous division comprising Old Catton & Sprowston
West, Sprowston Central and Sprowston East wards, which contain Sprowston parish,
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and which would have an electoral variance of 13% above the county average by 2007.
However, this arrangement would not include Thorpe St Andrew North West ward,
which would most likely be placed in a division with Thorpe St Andrew South East and
Plumstead wards, given that the former ward is located on the edge of the district,
resulting in an unacceptable electoral variance of 80% above the county average. We
considered the small amount of argumentation and lack of alternative proposals
provided, insufficient to justify such a change at this stage.
117 Similarly, we did not consider that sufficient argumentation had been provided to
persuade us to move away from our draft recommendations regarding Hemblington
village. We noted that it would have a minimum impact on electoral equality but,
although community identity was mentioned, it was not argued in any detail. The
arguments provided were based on assertion, rather than providing exact examples of
the community identity links in the areas.
118 We considered Councillor Fisher’s comment regarding ward boundaries adopted
as a result of the district review. However, such an amendment to account for these
properties would adversely affect coterminosity and the purpose of this county review is
to address the county divisions. We cannot amend district wards. Similarly, the
comments of Thorpe St Andrew Parish Council related in the main to the district review
of the area and its dissatisfaction at the end result.
119 As a consequence of our recommendations to split it between divisions, Sprowston
parish will be re-warded, as detailed in the parish council electoral arrangements
section.
120 Consequently, we propose to confirm our draft recommendations for this district as
final. Under our final recommendations (with a council size of 84, using the County
Council’s revised electorate figures) the divisions of Drayton & Horsford, Hellesdon,
Sprowston and Taverham would initially have 4%, 21%, 26% and 3% more electors per
councillor than the county average respectively (6%, 18%, 22% and 4% more by 2007).
Acle, Aylsham, Blofield & Brundall, Hevingham & Spixworth, Old Catton, Reepham and
Woodside divisions would initially have 13%, 7%, 4%, 7%, 18%, 18% and 12% fewer
electors per councillor than the county average respectively (11%, 3%, 5%, 8%, 11%,
16% and 8% fewer by 2007). Thorpe St Andrew division would initially have 4% fewer
electors per councillor than the county average (3% more by 2007). Wroxham division
would initially have 1% more electors per councillor than the average and equal to the
county average by 2007. Our final recommendations coterminosity would remain at
54%. Our final recommendations are illustrated on the large outline map and Map 1.

Great Yarmouth borough
121 Under the current arrangements the borough of Great Yarmouth is represented by
10 county councillors serving 10 divisions. The divisions of East Flegg, Lothingland East
& Magdalen West, Lothingland West and West Flegg are under-represented with 19%,
9%, 25% and 8% more electors per councillors than the county average respectively
(16%, 15%, 25% and 10% more by 2007). The divisions of Caister & Great Yarmouth
North, Gorleston St Andrews, Great Yarmouth Nelson, Magdalen East & Claydon,
Northgate and Southtown & Cobholm divisions are over-represented with 18%, 28%,
22%, 30%, 44% and 14% fewer electors per councillor than the county average
respectively (17%, 30%, 24%, 30%, 46% and 18% fewer by 2007).
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122 During Stage One we received four submissions regarding this area. The first was
from the County Council whose scheme would provide for 67% coterminosity, with only
two divisions having electoral variances of over 10% by 2007 (one over 20%).
123 The County Council’s proposed Breydon division would comprise Bradwell North
ward, Burgh Castle parish of Lothingland ward and an unparished part of Claydon ward.
Its proposed Caister-on-Sea division would consist of Caister North and Caister South
wards, while East Flegg division would comprise East Flegg and Ormesby wards. Its
proposed Gorleston St Andrews division would comprise Gorleston and St Andrews
wards, while its proposed Lothingland division would consist of Bradwell South &
Hopton ward and Belton with Browston and Fritton & St Olaves parishes from
Lothingland ward.
124 Its proposed Magdalen division would comprise Magdalen ward and an unparished
part of Claydon ward, while its proposed West Flegg division would consist of
Fleggburgh and West Flegg wards. Its proposed Yarmouth Nelson & Southtown division
would comprise Nelson and Southtown & Cobholm wards, and Yarmouth North &
Central division would consist of Central & Northgate and Yarmouth North wards.
125 Under Norfolk County Council’s Stage One proposals (with a council size of 84,
using the County Council’s original electorate figures) the divisions of Breydon,
Lothingland, Magdalen, Yarmouth Nelson & Southtown and Yarmouth North & Central
would initially have 9%, 10%, 11%, 5% and 12% more electors per councillor than the
county average respectively (9%,13%, 8%, 2% and 9% more by 2007). Its proposed
Caister-on-Sea, East Flegg, Gorleston St Andrews and West Flegg divisions would
initially have 4%, 5%, 7% and 26% fewer electors per councillor than the county
average respectively (3%, 6%, 5% and 25% fewer by 2007).
126 Great Yarmouth Borough Council submitted two schemes at Stage One. Its
preferred option comprised the same divisions put forward by the County Council,
although it proposed six different division names. Its second option also proposed nine
single-member divisions which provided for 33% coterminosity across the borough with
three of the proposed divisions having electoral variances of over 10% by 2007. Mautby
Parish Council and Stokesby with Herringby Parish Council both proposed that
Fleggburgh ward be included in a rural division.
127 We proposed to adopt the County Council’s scheme for Great Yarmouth in its
entirety, together with the division names it proposed as they were consulted on locally.
We noted that the County Council’s proposals accounted for the concerns of Mautby
Parish Council and Stokesby with Herringby Parish Council, while providing a good
balance between electoral equality and coterminosity. We also noted the support of
Great Yarmouth Borough Council for these proposed divisions.
128 In the borough of Great Yarmouth three of our proposed divisions, Breydon,
Lothingland and Magdalen, would not be coterminous. However, these divisions
facilitated our proposals for the rest of the borough, which received local support, and
are relatively urban, thus ensuring that transport links within each division are good.
129 We proposed a West Flegg division that would have an electoral variance of -26%
by 2007. The County Council stated that it had received a high level of responses to its
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consultation for the borough of Great Yarmouth. Interested parties ‘argued for more
emphasis to be placed on local communities and to consider the constraints of local
geography’. It therefore considered that the variance of West Flegg ‘can be justified on
the grounds that it is a very large rural area which makes it more difficult to provide
effective representation’. We noted this and added that this division facilitated our
proposals for the rest of the borough, which received local support. We also noted that
local parishes in the area argued that they should be included in a rural division to
reflect community identities. We looked at alternatives to reduce the high variances in
this proposed division but any alternative would have had knock-on effects across the
borough. In the light of local support for this division and the good balance between
electoral equality and coterminosity across the rest of the borough that the adoption of
such a division would provide, we decided to adopt the proposed West Flegg division.
130 Under our draft recommendations (with a council size of 83, using the County
Council’s original electorate figures) the divisions of Breydon, Lothingland, Magdalen,
Yarmouth Nelson & Southtown and Yarmouth North & Central would initially have 7%,
9%, 10%, 4% and 11% more electors per councillor than the county average
respectively (8%, 12%, 6%, 1% and 8% more by 2007). The divisions of Caister-onSea, East Flegg, Gorleston St Andrews and West Flegg would initially have 5%, 6%,
8% and 27% fewer electors per councillor than the county average respectively (4%,
7%, 6% and 26% fewer by 2007). Our draft recommendations would achieve 67%
coterminosity between county divisions and borough wards.
131 At Stage Three, we received three submissions in relation to our draft
recommendations in Great Yarmouth. The County Council, Norwich North Liberal
Democrats North City Branch and Great Yarmouth Constituency Labour Party fully
supported our draft recommendations.
132 We have carefully considered the representations received during the consultation
period and in light of the unanimous support we received we are confirming our draft
recommendations as final.
133 Under our final recommendations (with a council size of 84, using the County
Council’s revised electorate figures) the divisions of Breydon, Lothingland, Magdalen,
Yarmouth Nelson & Southtown and Yarmouth North & Central would initially have 9%,
10%, 11%, 5% and 12% more electors per councillor than the county average
respectively (8%,12%, 7%, 2% and 9% more by 2007). The divisions of Caister-on-Sea,
East Flegg, Gorleston St Andrews and West Flegg would initially have 4%, 5%, 7% and
26% fewer electors per councillors than the county average respectively (3%, 6%, 5%
and 25% fewer by 2007). Under our final recommendations coterminosity would remain
at 67%. Our final recommendations are illustrated on the large outline map and Map 2.

King’s Lynn & West Norfolk borough
134 Under the current arrangements the borough of King’s Lynn & West Norfolk is
represented by 14 county councillors serving 14 divisions. The divisions of Dersingham,
Downham Market, Fincham, Freebridge Lynn, Gaywood North & Central, Hunstanton,
Marshland North, Marshland South and Winch have 15%, 12%, 1%, 22%, 19%, 17%,
18%, 14% and 9% more electors per councillor than the county average respectively
(11%, 32% more, equal to, 19%, 18%, 13%, 11%, 10% and 3% more by 2007). Feltwell,
Gaywood South, King’s Lynn North & Central and King’s Lynn South divisions have 3%,
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19%, 5% and 44% fewer electors per councillor than the county average respectively
(9%, 18%, 9% and 38% fewer by 2007). Docking division has 2% more electors per
councillor than the county average (3% fewer by 2007).
135 We received six submissions regarding this area at Stage One, including two
borough-wide schemes, the first being from the County Council. This scheme would
provide for 36% coterminosity across the borough and one division would have an
electoral variance of over 10% by 2007.
136 The County Council’s proposed Clenchwarton & King’s Lynn South division would
comprise Clenchwarton and South & West Lynn wards and West Winch parish of West
Winch ward. Its proposed Dersingham division would consist of Dersingham and Valley
Hill wards and Ingoldisthorpe, Shernborne and Snettisham parish wards from
Snettisham ward. Its proposed Docking division would comprise Docking, Heacham and
Rudham wards and Fring and Sedgeford parishes from Snettisham ward. Its proposed
Downham Market division would consist of Downham Old Town, East Downham, North
Downham and South Downham wards, while Feltwell division would comprise Denton,
Denver with Hilgay and Wissey wards. Its proposed Fincham division would comprise St
Lawrence, Watlington, Wiggenhall and Wimbotsham with Fincham wards and Runcton
Holme, Shouldham Thorpe and Tottenhill parishes from Airfield ward. Its proposed
Freebridge Lynn division would comprise Grimston, North Wootton and South Wootton
wards.
137 The County Council’s proposed Gayton & Nar Valley division would consist of
Gayton and The Priories wards, Marham, Shouldham and Wormegay parishes from
Airfield ward and Middleton and North Runcton parishes from West Winch ward. Its
proposed Gaywood North & Central division would comprise Gaywood North Bank and
Old Gaywood wards, while Gaywood South division would consist of Fairstead and
Springwood wards and an unparished part of Gaywood Chase ward. King’s Lynn North
& Central division would consist of North Lynn and St Margarets with St Nicholas wards
and an unparished part of Gaywood Chase ward. Its proposed Marshland North division
would comprise Spellowfields, Walpole and Walton wards and North Walsoken parish of
Mershe Lande ward. Its proposed Marshland South division would comprise Emneth
with Outwell and Upwell with Downham West wards and Marshland St James parish of
Mershe Lande ward. Finally, its proposed North Coast division would consist of
Burnham, Hunstanton and North Coast wards.
138 Under Norfolk County Council’s proposals (with a council size of 84, using the
County Council’s original electorate figures) the divisions of Dersingham, Docking,
Feltwell, Fincham, Gaywood South, King’s Lynn North & Central, Marshland North,
Marshland South and North Coast would initially have 14%, 10%, 16%, 5%, 7%, 7%,
10%, 4% and 13% more electors per councillor than the county average respectively
(11%, 5%, 10%, 5%, 9%, 3%, 4%, 1% and 9% more by 2007). Clenchwarton & King’s
Lynn South, Freebridge Lynn and Gaywood North & Central divisions would initially
have 8%, 4% and 3% fewer electors per councillor than the county average respectively
(3%, 6% and 3% fewer by 2007). Downham Market division would initially have 17%
fewer electors per councillor than the county average (5% more by 2007) and Gayton &
Nar Valley division would initially have 4% more electors per county councillor than the
county average (2% fewer by 2007).
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139 We also received a scheme for the borough of King’s Lynn & West Norfolk from
Councillor Joyce (Gaywood South division) allocating 15 councillors to the borough.
140 Councillor Joyce did not provide us with figures for these proposed divisions, but
stated that they would ‘all … stay within the tolerances of 20% and in most cases 10%’.
He argued that the County Council’s proposals would divide communities ‘without
regard to generations of cohesion’ and stated that it had ‘totally ignored the views of the
Borough Council of King’s Lynn & West Norfolk that unanimously agreed to West
Norfolk being allocated 15 county council divisions’. However, under our draft
recommendations for a council size of 83, King’s Lynn & West Norfolk is only entitled to
14 councillors. It was therefore difficult for us to adopt any of Councillor Joyce’s
proposed divisions as they were based on a different councillor:elector ratio and
therefore would have higher variances when considered against the councillor:elector
ratio that arises from a council size of 83.
141 Heacham Parish Council and Councillor Cobb (Heacham ward) supported the
County Council’s consultation scheme. They supported the County Council’s
consultation scheme of ‘combining [Heacham] ward with Snettisham [ward], because
the existing combination of Heacham with Hunstanton is not a natural one; the two
communities are very different, and their interests do not always coincide. Heacham
and Snettisham on the other hand have much in common, and many shared interests,
so the original proposal was natural and welcome – and in fact returned to the pre-1974
situation’. Denton Parish Council stated that ‘it would be preferable to include whole
district wards within the county division’. Little Massingham Parish Council advocated
the view that community identity is ‘more important to local people than strict equality of
representation’. It argued that ‘local villages [which] share common interests’ should be
grouped together, reflecting links such ‘as schooling, religious worship, recreation,
public transport and shopping’. However, it provided no specific divisional arrangement
for the borough.
142 We based our proposals on the County Council’s submitted scheme, as it would
provide good coterminosity throughout the borough and a good level of electoral
equality. We investigated the possibility of including Heacham in a division with
Snettisham, as proposed in the County Council’s consultation scheme, but did not
consider that the evidence provided justified the resultant electoral inequality.
143 However, we proposed two amendments to the County Council’s scheme to
improve coterminosity. First, we proposed that the part of Mershe Lande ward, which
was to form part of the County Council’s proposed Marshland North division, be
transferred to the proposed Marshland South division – which would result in both
divisions being coterminous, with excellent levels of electoral equality. Secondly, we
proposed that the part of Gaywood Chase ward included in the County Council’s
proposed King’s Lynn North and Central division, be transferred to the proposed
Gaywood South division to unite Gaywood Chase ward in the latter division. We
considered that the improved coterminosity and better reflection of community identity
provided by this amendment justified the resultant electoral inequality in Gaywood
South division (19% by 2007), but welcomed representations from local people at Stage
Three.
144 In the borough of King’s Lynn & West Norfolk we proposed five non-coterminous
divisions: Clenchwarton & King’s Lynn South, Dersingham, Docking, Fincham and
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Gayton & Nar Valley. We considered these to be justified by the excellent levels of
electoral equality provided across the borough, with only one division, Gaywood South,
varying by more than 10% from the average by 2007. We investigated the possibility of
making the proposed Dersingham and Docking divisions coterminous (taking into
account the submissions received from Heacham Parish Council and Councillor Cobb)
but this would result in the divisions having electoral variances of -27% and 40% from
the average respectively by 2007 and we did not consider these very high variances to
be justified by the argumentation and evidence provided.
145 Under our draft recommendations (with a council size of 83, using the County
Council’s original electorate figures) the divisions of Dersingham, Docking, Feltwell,
Fincham, Gaywood South, Marshland North, Marshland South and North Coast would
initially have 13%, 9%, 14%, 4%, 18%, 7%, 5% and 11% more electors per county
councillor than the county average respectively (9%, 4%, 8%, 4%, 19%, 1%, 2% and
8% more by 2007). Clenchwarton & King’s Lynn South, Freebridge Lynn, Gaywood
North & Central and King’s Lynn North & Central divisions would initially have 9%, 5%,
4% and 6% fewer electors per county councillor than the county average respectively
(4%, 7%, 4% and 10% fewer by 2007). Downham Market division would have 18%
fewer electors per county councillor than the county average (3% more by 2007) and
Gayton & Nar Valley division would have 3% more electors per county councillor than
the county average (3% fewer by 2007). Our draft recommendations would achieve
64% coterminosity between county divisions and borough wards.
146 At Stage Three, we received seven submissions in relation to our draft
recommendations for King’s Lynn and West Norfolk borough. The County Council and
Norwich North Liberal Democrats North City Branch supported our draft
recommendations. Snettisham Parish Council supported our draft recommendations in
so far as they affect Snettisham parish.
147 Syderstone Parish Council opposed our proposal to include Heacham borough
ward in our proposed Docking division and proposed a ‘Summerfield’ division
comprising Docking and Rudham borough wards, Little Massingham and Great
Massingham parishes of Valley Hill borough ward and North Creake parish of Burnham
borough ward. It stated that North Creake parish is ‘historically linked with South
Creake’ parish and that Great Massingham and Little Massingham parishes are ‘closely
allied with Harpley [parish]’. However, its proposed Summerfield division would have an
electoral variance of -41% by 2007. Bircham Parish Council also opposed the inclusion
of Heacham borough ward in the proposed Docking division. It proposed an alternative
division comprising Docking, Gayton, Priory and Rudham borough wards and another
comprising Heacham and Snettisham borough wards. Its proposal would result in these
divisions having electoral variances of -9% and -4% respectively by 2007. It provided
no community identity argumentation or evidence in support of these divisions other
than its opposition to Heacham borough ward’s inclusion in our proposed Docking
division. East Rudham Parish Council supported Bircham Parish Council’s proposal.
148 A local resident proposed an alternative scheme for the whole borough, based on
15 county councillors representing King’s Lynn & West Norfolk, which he had not
consulted on. However, the borough is only entitled to 14 councillors, this makes it
difficult to incorporate any of the divisions from his scheme as they are based on a
different number of councillors.
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149 We have carefully considered all the representations we received during the
consultation period. We note the objections to our draft recommendations in the
Docking area and investigated the alternative provided by Syderstone Parish Council.
However, this would result in a division with an extremely high electoral variance of 41%
by 2007, a figure we consider to be unacceptable. We note that Bircham Parish
Council’s two amended divisions provided good electoral equality. However, this would
have knock-on effects in the rest of the borough, as areas of our proposed Dersingham
and Gayton & Nar Valley divisions were not accounted for in its scheme. It also
provided little in the way of argumentation for its proposed amendments. We are
therefore not proposing to adopt either Syderstone or Bircham parish councils’
proposals in this area, particularly in light of the support our draft recommendations
received from the County Council and Snettisham Parish Council, who would be directly
affected by the amended divisions proposed by Bircham Parish Council.
150 We are unable to give further consideration to the local residents’ proposed
scheme, as it was based on the incorrect allocation of councillors for the borough.
151 Consequently, we propose to confirm our draft recommendations as final for this
borough. Under our final recommendations (with a council size of 84, using the County
Council’s revised electorate figures) the divisions of Dersingham, Docking, Feltwell,
Fincham, Gaywood South, Marshland North, Marshland South and North Coast would
initially have 14%, 10%, 16%, 5%, 19%, 8%, 6% and 13% more electors per councillor
than the county average respectively (10%, 4%, 9%, 4%, 19%, 2%, 3% and 9% more
by 2007). Clenchwarton & King’s Lynn South, Freebridge Lynn, Gaywood North &
Central and King’s Lynn North & Central divisions would initially have 8%, 4%, 3% and
5% fewer electors per councillor than the county average respectively (3%, 6%, 4% and
9% fewer by 2007). Downham Market division would initially have 17% fewer electors
per county councillor than the county average (4% more by 2007) and Gayton & Nar
Valley division would initially have 4% more electors per county councillor than the
county average (2% fewer by 2007). Under our final recommendations coterminosity
would remain at 64% between county divisions and borough wards. Our final
recommendations are illustrated on the large outline map.

North Norfolk district
152 Under the current arrangements the district of North Norfolk is represented by 10
county councillors serving 10 divisions. The divisions of Cromer, Fakenham,
Mundesley, North Smallburgh, North Walsham and Sheringham have 8%, 14%, 12%,
8%, 35% and 14% more electors per county councillor than the county average
respectively (9%, 20%, 12%, 5%, 40% and 14% more by 2007). Wells division has 12%
fewer electors per county councillor than the county average (13% fewer by 2007). The
number of electors per county councillor in the divisions of Erpingham & Melton
Constable and Holt are equal to the county average (3% and 1% more by 2007). The
number of electors per county councillor in South Smallburgh division is initially equal to
the county average and would be over-represented by 1% by 2007.
153 During Stage One we received two submissions regarding this district. The County
Council’s proposals would provide for 82% coterminosity, with no division having an
electoral variance of over 12% from the average by 2007 (using the County Council’s
original electorate figures).
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154 The County Council’s proposed Cromer division would comprise Cromer Town,
Roughton and Suffield Park wards, while its proposed Erpingham division would consist
of Erpingham, North Walsham West and Worstead wards. Its proposed Fakenham
division would consist of Lancaster North, Lancaster South and The Raynhams wards,
while its proposed Holt division would comprise High Heath, Holt and The Runtons
wards together with East Beckham, Gresham, Matlask, Sustead, Upper Sheringham
and West Beckham parishes from Chaucer ward. Its proposed Hoveton & Stalham
division would consist of Hoveton, Scottow and Stalham & Sutton wards, while its
proposed Melton Constable division would comprise Astley, Briston, Corpusty and
Wensum wards.
155 The County Council’s proposed Mundesley division would consist of Gaunt,
Mundesley and Poppyland wards, while its proposed North Walsham division would
comprise Happisburgh, North Walsham East and North Walsham North wards. Its
proposed Sheringham division would comprise Sheringham North and Sheringham
South wards and Beeston Regis parish of Chaucer ward. Its proposed South
Smallburgh division would consist of St Benet, Waterside and Waxham wards, while its
proposed Wells division would comprise Glaven Valley, Priory and Walsingham wards.
156 Under Norfolk County Council’s Stage One proposals (with a council size of 84,
using the County Council’s original electorate figures) the divisions of Cromer,
Fakenham and North Walsham would initially have 9%, 5% and 13% more electors per
county councillor than the county average respectively (11%, 12% and 12% more by
2007). Its proposed Erpingham, Holt, Hoveton & Stalham, Mundesley, Sheringham,
South Smallburgh and Wells divisions would initially have 10%, 2%, 10%, 8%, 9%, 7%
and 4% fewer electors per county councillor than the county average respectively (4%,
1%, 10%, 8%, 9%, 8% and 6% fewer by 2007). The number of electors in its proposed
Melton Constable division would initially be equal to the county average (3% more by
2007).
157 Sidestrand Parish Council argued that Sidestrand be included in a division that
encompasses Mundesley and not North Walsham North ward. We proposed to adopt
the County Council’s scheme for this district without modification as we considered it
would provide a good balance between coterminosity and electoral equality and we had
received no other proposals. This scheme would reflect the request of Sidestrand
Parish Council.
158 In the district of North Norfolk only two of the proposed eleven divisions would be
non-coterminous. These are the proposed Holt and Sheringham divisions. However, the
area is urban in nature and to provide good electoral equality it was necessary to divide
Chaucer ward, as proposed by the County Council.
159 Under our draft recommendations (with a council size of 83, using the County
Council’s original electorate figures) the divisions of Cromer, Fakenham and North
Walsham would initially have 8%, 4% and 12% more electors per county councillor than
the county average respectively (10%, 11% and 10% more by 2007). The proposed
Erpingham, Holt, Hoveton & Stalham, Mundesley, Sheringham, South Smallburgh and
Wells divisions would initially have 11%, 3%, 11%, 9%, 11%, 8% and 5% fewer electors
per county councillor than the county average respectively (5%, 2%, 11%, 9%, 10%, 9%
and 7% fewer by 2007). The proposed Melton Constable division would initially have
1% fewer electors per county councillor than the county average (2% more by 2007).
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Our draft recommendations would achieve 82% coterminosity between county divisions
and district wards.
160 At Stage three we received eight submissions in response to our draft
recommendations for North Norfolk. The County Council and Norwich North Liberal
Democrats North City Branch supported our draft proposals for the district. North
Norfolk District Council proposed that The Runtons district ward should be included in
our proposed Sheringham division, rather than in the Holt division that we proposed in
our draft recommendations. It also considered that our proposed Erpingham division
should be renamed Erpingham & North Walsham West, and that our proposed North
Walsham division be renamed North Walsham East. North Norfolk District Council
provided no argumentation in support of its proposed amendments.
161 North Walsham Town Council considered that our proposed Erpingham division
should be renamed North Walsham West, and that our proposed North Walsham
division be renamed North Walsham East. It considered that these names would be
more geographically and historically correct and would complement one another better
than our proposed division names. Hempstead Parish Council supported its inclusion in
our proposed Melton Constable division.
162 Aylmerton Parish Council opposed the inclusion of Aylmerton and Runton parishes
in our proposed Holt division. It considered that it had ‘no natural affinity’ with Holt and
was in fact the ‘gateway to all costal resorts between Cromer and Sheringham’. It
continued that issues that affect Aylmerton are similar to those of Runton and that the
current arrangement works effectively and should remain in place. Runton Parish
Council also opposed its inclusion in our proposed Holt division. It considered that it has
strong ties and similar interests to Sheringham and Cromer parishes, which are also
coastal in nature, and so should be included in a division with such areas. A local
resident also opposed The Runtons district ward’s inclusion in our proposed Holt
division. He also considered that it has little in common with the agricultural villages our
draft recommendations connect it with and should be linked with similar ‘beach holiday
resorts’ such as Sheringham and Cromer.
163 We have carefully considered all the representations we received during the
consultation period. We note the argumentation provided that The Runtons ward should
remain in Sheringham division as under the existing arrangements. However, such a
transfer would significantly worsen electoral equality with the amended Sheringham
division having an electoral variance of 14% by 2007 and Holt division having a
variance of -24% by 2007. In light of the limited evidence we received regarding local
links between coastal areas, we do not consider the argumentation provided to be
strong enough to accept such levels of inequality, particularly as our proposals have
received support. Similarly if The Runtons ward were to be transferred to the coastal
Cromer division, the resultant division would have an electoral variance of 33%. Again,
we do not consider the argumentation provided to be strong enough to justify such a
level of inequality. Our draft recommendations would provide better electoral equality
and we note the support received for them.
164 We note the proposed name changes by North Norfolk District Council and North
Walsham Town Council. We propose to adopt those names suggested by North
Walsham Town Council as part of our final recommendations, as we consider that they
will better reflect the constituent parts of the divisions.
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165 With the exception of these two name changes, we propose to confirm our draft
recommendations for the district as final. Under our final recommendations
coterminosity would remain at 82%. Under our final recommendations (with a council
size of 84, using the County Council’s revised electorate figures) the divisions of
Cromer, Fakenham and North Walsham East would initially have 9%, 5% and 13%
more electors per county councillor than the county average respectively (11%, 12%
and 11% more by 2007). The proposed North Walsham West, Holt, Hoveton & Stalham,
Mundesley, Sheringham, South Smallburgh and Wells divisions would initially have
10%, 2%, 10%, 8%, 9%, 7% and 4% fewer electors per county councillor than the
county average respectively (4%, 1%, 11%, 9%, 9%, 8% and 6% fewer by 2007). The
number of electors in the proposed Melton Constable division would initially be equal to
the county average (3% more by 2007). Our final recommendations are illustrated on
the large outline map.

Norwich City
166 Under the current arrangements Norwich City is represented by 16 county
councillors serving 16 divisions. The division of Bowthorpe has 16% more electors per
county councillor than the county average (27% more by 2007). Catton Grove, Coslany,
Crome, Eaton, Heigham, Henderson, Lakenham, Mile Cross, Mousehold, Nelson, St
Stephen, Thorpe Hamlet, Town Close and University divisions have 24%, 20%, 32%,
16%, 25%, 25%, 28%, 27%, 18%, 26%, 25%, 16%, 29% and 28% fewer electors per
county councillor than the county average respectively (23%, 25%, 38%, 23%, 30%,
24%, 34%, 29%, 24%, 32%, 22%, 24%, 35% and 24% fewer by 2007). Mancroft
division has 9% fewer electors per county councillor than the county average
respectively (4% more by 2007).
167 During Stage One we received three submissions regarding Norwich. The County
Council allocated 13 councillors to Norwich City and proposed a scheme of 13 singlemember divisions to be coterminous with the 13 district wards.
168 The County Council’s proposed Bowthorpe, Catton Grove, Crome, Eaton,
Lakenham, Mancroft, Mile Cross, Nelson, Sewell, Thorpe Hamlet, Town Close,
University and Wensum divisions would each comprise the city wards of the same
name, and the County Council’s proposed scheme would provide 100% coterminosity.
169 Under Norfolk County Council’s proposals (with a council size of 84, using the
County Council’s original electorate figures) Crome, Eaton, Mancroft, Mile Cross,
Nelson, Sewell and University divisions would initially have 5%, 4%, 7%, 4%, 2%, 3%
and 8% fewer electors per county councillor than the county average respectively (14%,
14%, 3%, 7%, 12%, 12% and 12% fewer by 2007). Its proposed Bowthorpe and Thorpe
Hamlet divisions would initially have 4% and 5% fewer electors per county councillor
than the county average respectively (5% and 3% more by 2007). The number of
electors in its proposed Catton Grove division would initially be equal to the county
average (3% fewer by 2007), and its proposed Town Close division would have 2%
more electors per county councillor than the county average (equal to the average by
2007). Finally, its proposed Lakenham and Wensum divisions would initially have 1%
and 3% more electors per county councillor than the county average respectively (9%
and 1% fewer by 2007).
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170 The Norwich Liberal Democrats put forward a pattern of multi-member divisions
based on 12 councillors for the district. They proposed three three-member divisions,
one two-member division and one single-member division, and their scheme provided
for excellent electoral equality.
171 Their proposed single-member Bowthorpe division would comprise Bowthorpe
ward. Their proposed North City division would return three councillors and would
consist of Catton Grove, Mile Cross and Sewell wards and part of Mancroft ward. Their
proposed Norwich East division would also return three councillors and would consist of
Crome, Lakenham and Thorpe Hamlet wards and part of Town Close ward. Their
proposed Norwich South West division would return two councillors and would comprise
Eaton ward, part of Town Close ward and part of Mancroft ward. Finally, their proposed
Norwich West division would comprise Nelson, University and Wensum wards and part
of Mancroft ward, and would return three councillors. By 2007 no division would have an
electoral variance of more than 4% from the average, and coterminosity would be 20%
(using the County Council’s original electorate figures).
172 The Norwich Liberal Democrats stated that they had ‘grave reservations’ about the
County Council’s proposals. They argued that this was because the County Council’s
‘thinking has been limited by a determination to use only single-member divisions’. They
provided argumentation in support of multi-member divisions and stated that ‘it gives the
voters the chance to split their votes among the parties if they wish’. They considered
that multi-member divisions make ‘it easier to form divisions which are within the
guidelines of the Electoral Commission’ and that ‘the size of such divisions are better
matched with such local county services catchments areas such as secondary schools,
libraries, social services day centres and local fire stations’. However, they did
recognise that ‘multi-member divisions are less suitable for sparsely populated rural
areas than for urban areas’.
173 Under a council size of 83 Norwich City is entitled to 12 councillors. As mentioned
earlier, we will always seek to ensure that each district area within the county is
allocated the correct number of county councillors, reflecting the district’s proportion of
the county’s electorate. We were therefore unable to adopt the County Council’s singlemember scheme in its entirety as it allocated an additional councillor to Norwich City.
We noted that its scheme provided for 100% coterminosity and received support from
Norwich City Council. However, this was not sufficient justification to persuade us to
recommend the incorrect allocation of councillors to Norwich City.
174 While the Norwich Liberal Democrats provided the correct allocation of councillors
to Norwich, their scheme only provided for 20% coterminosity and we did not consider
that sufficient justification was received for us to adopt three three-member divisions.
We therefore proposed to adopt a combination of the County Council’s and Norwich
Liberal Democrats’ schemes, resulting in 56% coterminosity and no division having an
electoral variance of over 10% by 2007. Under our draft recommendations, we
proposed six single-member divisions and three two-member divisions.
175 We proposed to adopt the County Council’s proposed Bowthorpe, Catton Grove,
Lakenham, Mile Cross and Wensum single-member divisions without modification as
we considered that they would provide both good electoral equality and good
coterminosity. We also proposed to adopt its proposed single-member Sewell division,
but with one amendment to include the part of Thorpe Hamlet ward that lies to the north
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of the River Wensum and north-west of Gurney Road in the amended Sewell division.
We considered that these features provide the strongest boundaries in this area and
consequently considered that this amended division would provide a better reflection of
community identity.
176 We also proposed three two-member divisions. Our proposed Crome & Thorpe
Hamlet division would comprise Crome ward and the part of Thorpe Hamlet ward that
lies to the south of the River Wensum and south-east of Gurney Road. It would also
include the part of Mancroft ward lying to the south of the Castle Museum and southeast of Red Lion Street and St Stephens Street, as well as the part of Mancroft ward to
the north-east of the River Wensum. Our proposed Eaton & Town Close division would
consist of Eaton and Town Close wards and the part of Mancroft ward to the north-west
of St Stephens Street and Red Lion Street, to the south of the River Wensum and to the
east of Grape Hill and Barn Road. Finally, we proposed a University & Nelson division
to comprise Nelson and University wards, as well as the part of Mancroft ward to the
west of Grapes Hill and Barn Road. We recognised that it was not ideal to divide
Mancroft ward between three divisions, but considered that we were recommending
easily identifiable boundaries and that the division of this ward would facilitate the
provision of a scheme across the city that would provide a good balance between
electoral equality and coterminosity.
177 As there are 13 wards in the city and it is only entitled to 12 councillors under a
council size of 83, it was hard to envisage any way of providing for good levels of
electoral equality and coterminosity without making use of multi-member divisions. We
also noted the support for them provided by the Norwich Liberal Democrats. The urban
nature of the district means that transport links are strong and, having visited the area,
we were content that our recommendations would provide for a good balance between
the statutory criteria.
178 Under our draft recommendations (with a council size of 83, using the County
Council’s original electorate figures) Crome & Thorpe Hamlet, Sewell and University &
Nelson divisions would initially have 3%, 12% and 16% more electors per county
councillor than the county average respectively (5%, 1% and 8% more by 2007). Catton
Grove and Mile Cross divisions would initially have 1% and 5% fewer electors per
county councillor than the county average respectively (4% and 8% fewer by 2007).
Bowthorpe division would initially have 5% fewer electors per county councillor than the
county average (4% more by 2007), and Wensum division would initially have 2% more
electors per county councillor than the county average (2% fewer by 2007). Eaton &
Town Close division would initially have 5% more electors per county councillor than the
county average (equal to the average by 2007), and the number of electors in
Lakenham division would initially be equal to the county average (10% fewer by 2007).
Our draft recommendations would achieve 56% coterminosity between county divisions
and city wards.
179 At Stage Three we received 66 submissions in relation to our draft
recommendations for Norwich. The County Council, Norwich City Council, seven
political parties, 32 district and county councillors, two MPs, two local groups and 19
local residents all considered that Norwich City should be represented by 13 councillors
as proposed by the County Council in its Stage One submission. Many of these
submissions also expressed opposition to multi-member divisions in principle,
considering that they would cause confusion to the electorate. Only Norwich North
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Liberal Democrats North City Branch and a local resident supported our proposals for
the city to be represented by 12 county councillors. The submissions received regarding
Norwich during the consultation period on our original draft recommendations have not
been outlined in more detail in this report due to the County Council’s revised electorate
projections for Norwich outlined previously. However, a full list of these submissions can
be seen in Appendix A.
180 As discussed previously in chapter 5, at Stage Three the County Council provided
us with revised 2007 electorate projections for Norwich following our draft
recommendations. After considerable querying and correspondence with the County
Council we accepted them as the most accurate electorate forecasts available to us at
the time. The revised 2007 electorate projections mean that Norwich is now entitled to
13 councillors, in both 2002 and 2007, rather than the 12 councillors it was allocated
under the draft recommendations. As mentioned above, in our draft recommendations
for Norwich, we proposed six single-member divisions and three two-member divisions,
as we found it difficult to identify a scheme entirely based on single-member divisions
which provided a good balance between electoral equality and coterminosity, while
reflecting community identity.
181 However, given the revised figures for Norwich and the fact that it is now entitled to
13 councillors, we consider that it is possible to provide a scheme of single-member
divisions that provides a good reflection of community identity, excellent coterminosity
and a reasonable level of electoral equality. There are currently 13 district wards in
Norwich and, at both Stage One and Stage Three, the County Council proposed a
scheme of 13 single-member divisions to be coterminous with the 13 district wards.
182 Under the new figures, this proposal would result in the three divisions of Crome,
Eaton and Sewell having variances of over 10% by 2007 (13%, 12% and 11% below the
county average respectively). We would normally hope to provide slightly better
electoral equality than this in an urban area but we consider that these slightly higher
variances are justified by the excellent coterminosity and reflection of community
identity that a scheme of 13 coterminous single-member divisions provides. It is also
important to note that as Norwich is entitled to 12.5 councillors by 2007 (rounded up to
13). This means that the city is slightly over-represented, which makes it more difficult to
achieve very good levels of electoral equality.
183 Therefore, in light of the excellent coterminosity and strong reflection of community
identity that this proposal provides, as well as the reasonable electoral equality given
the constraints of the allocation, we proposed 13 single-member coterminous divisions
for Norwich as part of our further draft recommendations.
184 Under our further draft recommendations (with a council size of 84, using the
County Council’s revised electorate figures) our proposed Bowthorpe, Crome, Eaton,
Mancroft, Mile Cross and Nelson divisions would initially have 4%, 5%, 4%, 7%, 4% and
2% fewer electors per county councillor than the county average respectively (7% more
and 13%, 12%, 1%, 6% and 9% fewer by 2007). Our proposed Sewell, Thorpe Hamlet
and University divisions would initially have 3%, 5% and 9% fewer electors per county
councillor than the county average respectively (11% fewer, 5% more and 5% fewer by
2007). Our proposed Catton Grove, Lakenham, Town Close and Wensum divisions
would initially have equal to, 2%, 2% and 4% more electors per county councillor than
the county average respectively (equal to, 7% fewer, 3% and 1% more by 2007). Our
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further draft recommendations would achieve 100% coterminosity between county
divisions and city wards.
185 We consulted on our further draft recommendations for Norwich City for a further
four weeks, as detailed previously. We received 27 submissions from the County
Council, Norwich City Council, six political parties, eight county councillors, two MPs,
and nine local residents, all of whom supported our further draft recommendations. A
full list of these respondents can be seen in Appendix A. In light of this support and the
fact that we have not received any opposition to our proposals for Norwich City, we are
confirming our further draft recommendations as final.
186 Under our final recommendations coterminosity would remain at 100% and the
number of electors per councillor would be the same as our further draft
recommendations. Our final recommendations are illustrated on the large outline map.

South Norfolk district
187 Under the current arrangements the district of South Norfolk is represented by 11
county councillors serving 11 divisions. The divisions of Costessey, Diss, East
Depwade, Long Stratton, West Depwade and Wymondham have 7%, 24%, 15%, 15%,
14% and 34% more electors per county councillor than the county average respectively
(13%, 21%, 13%, 16%, 13% and 35% more by 2007). Hingham division has 3% fewer
electors per county councillor than the county average (4% fewer by 2007). Clavering
and Loddon divisions have 1% and 3% more electors per county councillor than the
county average respectively (5% and 2% fewer by 2007), and Henstead division has
1% fewer electors per county councillor than the county average (3% more by 2007).
The number of electors in Humbleyard division is equal to the county average (3% more
by 2007).
188 During Stage One we received three submissions regarding this district. The
County Council’s scheme provided for 83% coterminosity across the district and three of
its proposed divisions would have electoral variances of over 10% from the average by
2007 (none over 20%).
189 The County Council’s proposed Clavering division would comprise Ditchingham &
Broome, Earsham, Gillingham and Thurlton wards. Its proposed Costessey division
would consist of New Costessey and Old Costessey wards, while its proposed Diss &
Roydon division would comprise Diss and Roydon wards. Its proposed East Depwade
division would consist of Beck Vale, Harleston and Scole wards, while its proposed
Forehoe division would comprise Cromwells, Mulbarton and Newton Flotman wards. Its
proposed Henstead division would consist of Poringland with The Framinghams and
Stoke Holy Cross wards and Bramerton, Kirby Bedon and Surlingham parishes from
Rockland ward.
190 The County Council’s proposed Hingham division would comprise Easton,
Hingham & Deopham and Wicklewood wards, and its proposed Humbleyard division
would consist of Cringleford and Hethersett wards. Its proposed Loddon division would
comprise Brooke, Chedgrave & Thurton and Loddon wards and Alpington, Hellington,
Holverston, Rockland St Mary and Yelverton parishes from Rockland ward. Its proposed
Long Stratton division would consist of Hempnall, Stratton and Tasburgh wards, and its
proposed West Depwade division would comprise Bressingham & Burston, Bunwell,
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Dickleburgh and Forncett wards. Finally, its proposed Wymondham division would
consist of Abbey, Northfields, Rustens and Town wards.
191 Under Norfolk County Council’s proposals (with a council size of 84, using the
County Council’s original electorate figures) the divisions of Clavering, Costessey,
Humbleyard, Long Stratton, West Depwade and Wymondham would initially have 12%,
7%, 3%, 5%, 11% and 11% more electors per county councillor than the county
average respectively (6%, 14%, 5%, 6%, 6% and 12% more by 2007). Its proposed
Diss & Roydon, East Depwade, Henstead and Hingham divisions would initially have
1%, 6%, 11% and 17% fewer electors per county councillor than the county average
respectively (2%, 7%, 6% and 17% fewer by 2007). Its proposed Forehoe division
would initially have 3% fewer electors per county councillor than the county average
(equal to the average by 2007), and the number of electors in its proposed Loddon
division would initially be equal to the county average (4% fewer by 2007).
192 Wymondham Town Council stated that it did not find it acceptable to divide its
parish into three separate divisions, as proposed in the County Council’s consultation
scheme. The County Council’s submitted scheme for this district would divide the parish
into two divisions and would provide for 83% coterminosity across the district.
Poringland Parish Council stated that it would be ‘dismayed’ at any proposed changes
to the county council electoral boundaries.
193 In our draft recommendations we adopted the County Council’s submitted
proposals for this district without modification, as we considered that its scheme would
provide a good balance between electoral equality and coterminosity, and we had not
received alternative divisional arrangements.
194 In the district of South Norfolk, only two of the proposed divisions, Henstead and
Loddon, would be non-coterminous. In this case, Rockland ward would be divided
between Henstead and Loddon divisions to provide for good electoral equality in the two
divisions. Again this proposal facilitated a scheme which provided good electoral
equality and coterminosity across the rest of the district. We recommended a Hingham
division that would have an electoral variance of -18% by 2007. This was proposed by
the County Council which, having considered several options, concluded that the high
variance is justified because Hingham ‘is a predominately rural area situated between
the urban centres of Costessey and Wymondham’ and ‘there has been strong
representation made to keep the wards of Wymondham together because of local ties’.
We concurred that its proposals offer a good reflection of community identities by
keeping local communities together. We also noted the excellent district-wide
coterminosity of 83% under the County Council’s scheme, and therefore adopted the
County Council’s proposals for this district in their entirety.
195 Under our draft recommendations (with a council size of 83, using the County
Council’s original electorate figures) the divisions of Clavering, Costessey, Humbleyard,
Long Stratton, West Depwade and Wymondham would initially have 11%, 6%, 1%, 4%,
10% and 9% more electors per county councillor than the county average respectively
(5%, 12%, 4%, 5%, 5% and 11% more by 2007). The proposed Diss & Roydon, East
Depwade, Forehoe, Henstead, Hingham and Loddon divisions would initially have 2%,
8%, 4%, 12%, 18% and 1% fewer electors per county councillor than the county
average respectively (3%, 8%, 1%, 7%, 18% and 6% fewer by 2007). Our draft
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recommendations would achieve 83% coterminosity between county divisions and
district wards.
196 At Stage Three we received 29 submissions in relation to our draft
recommendations for South Norfolk. The County Council, Norwich North Liberal
Democrats North City Branch and Costessey Parish Council supported our draft
recommendations for the district. Chedgrave Parish Council said it had no comments to
make regarding our draft recommendations.
197 Wortwell Parish Council opposed our draft recommendations to include it in our
proposed Clavering division and considered that it should be in a division with Harleston
district ward, in which it uses shops, schools and doctors surgeries. Redenhall with
Harleston Town Council supported the views of Wortwell Parish Council.
198 The Hedenham parish meeting objected to its inclusion in our proposed Clavering
division and proposed that it be transferred into our proposed Loddon division. It noted
that ‘a significant proportion of pupils’ go to Loddon High School and that there is a
‘sense of locality’ towards Loddon. It also considered that its transport links look
northwards, stating that there are ‘more links with parishes like Woodton, Bedingham
and Seething’. It concluded by saying that these community identity arguments should
outweigh coterminosity. Woodton Parish Council considered that it should remain in a
division with Loddon, as under the existing county divisions. It argued that Woodton
looks to Loddon for schools, and that ‘children/parents have contacts in Loddon’. It
stated that its transport links look north towards Norwich and that ‘there is no bus route
to Long Stratton’. It considered that the electoral variances would be improved if both
Woodton and Bedingham parishes were included in our proposed Loddon division.
Bedingham parish meeting stated that it should be included in our proposed Loddon
division and confirmed its agreement of the opinions expressed by Woodton Parish
Council.
199 South Norfolk Conservative Association also considered that both Woodton and
Bedingham parishes should be transferred from our proposed Long Stratton division to
our proposed Loddon division. It discussed the same school and transport links as
Woodton Parish Council, and added that there are ‘strong employment, economic and
social ties’ to the villages in the Loddon division, and that ‘no such ties exist to the
communities of Long Stratton’. Woodton C. Primary School stated its support for
Woodton Parish Council’s submission. It also highlighted that it is a ‘partnership school
with Ellingham VC Primary’ school and that ‘both school are part of the Loddon Cluster
group … based at Loddon’.
200 We received a further 17 submissions from local residents in opposition to our
proposal to include Woodton and Bedingham parishes in Long Stratton division. All the
submissions reinforced the views of the parish councils as outlined above by discussing
the community identity established by schooling, shops, local services such as post
offices and police stations and employment, as well as strong road links and good
public transport linking them to our proposed Loddon division. One local resident argued
that local residents ‘gravitate’ towards the Brooke and Loddon areas, not Long Stratton.
All these submissions considered that both parishes should be included in our proposed
Loddon division.
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201 Councillor Hockaday opposed our proposed divisions for the town of Wymondham
and considered that Wymondham parish should be combined with the surrounding
parishes should form two county divisions. She proposed to divide Wymondham parish
into two divisions, with surrounding parishes ‘brought into the divisions to make up the
numbers’, but provided little argumentation for this proposal. She maintained that the
draft recommendation for a Wymonham division would not provide good electoral
equality and placing Cromwells ward (comprising Wymondham parish) in a division with
the wards of Mulbarton and Newton Flotman, with which it has ‘no social, geographical,
economical, service and no main road links’ would not reflect community identities or
interests. Instead, she stated that Cromwells ward has ‘local ties’ with Wymondham
town.
202 We carefully considered all the representations we received during the consultation
period for the district. We consider the argumentation for transferring both Woodton and
Bedingham parishes to an amended Loddon division, equally persuasive in view of the
evidence of community identity provided and strong local support for the amendment.
Consequently, we propose to adopt these amendments, noting that they also provide
for better levels of electoral equality than our draft recommendations. The amended
Loddon and Long Stratton divisions would have electoral variances of 3% and -2% by
2007 respectively. We are proposing to adopt this amendment as part of our final
recommendations given the improvement to electoral equality and the better reflection
of community identity it would provide.
203 We considered the argument to also transfer Hedenham parish to Loddon
division. However, we do not consider the argumentation regarding community identity
and transport links to be strong enough to justify such a transfer and note that it has
good transport links with the rest of the coterminous Clavering division, in which we
proposed it be placed in our draft recommendations. We are therefore not proposing to
adopt this proposal in our final recommendations.
204 We investigated the possibility of grouping Wortwell parish with Harleston ward.
Although this would have a minimum impact on electoral equality in both the resulting
Clavering and East Depwade divisions, it would provide for two non-coterminous
divisions and we did not consider that the argumentation to be detailed or substantial
enough to be sufficient to persuade us to move away from our draft recommendations in
this case.
205 We considered Councillor Hockaday’s proposal for Wymondham parish to be
divided between two county divisions. We consider that our draft recommendations do
address her proposal to have the parish split between two divisions, and to amend this
would have significant knock-on effects to divisions in the rest of the district, which
Councillor Hockaday did not address. We are therefore not proposing to amend our
draft recommendations for Wymondham.
206 In conclusion, we propose two amendments to our draft recommendations for this
district. We propose that Woodton and Bedingham parishes be retained in an amended
Loddon division. However, we are confirming the rest of our draft recommendations for
South Norfolk as final. Under our final recommendations coterminosity would be
reduced slightly at 75%. Under our final recommendations the divisions of Clavering,
Costessey, Humbleyard, Loddon, West Depwade and Wymondham would initially have
12%, 7%, 3%, 8%, 11% and 11% more electors per county councillor than the county
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average respectively (6%, 13%, 5%, 3%, 6% and 11% more the average by 2007). The
proposed Diss & Roydon, East Depwade, Forehoe, Henstead, Hingham and Long
Stratton divisions would initially have 1%, 6%, 3%, 11%, 17% and 3% fewer electors per
county councillor than the county average respectively (3%, 7%, 1%, 6%, 18% and 2%
fewer by 2007). Our final recommendations are illustrated on the large outline map.

Conclusions
207 Having considered carefully all the representations and evidence received in
response to our consultation report, we propose:
•

There should be 84 councillors, representing 84 divisions, the same as at present;

•

Changes should be made to all of the existing 84 divisions.

208 We have decided to substantially confirm our draft recommendations, subject to
the following amendments:
•

In North Norfolk district, we propose that Erpingham division should be named North
Walsham West, and North Walsham should be named North Walsham East;

•

In Norwich City, we propose moving away from our draft recommendations and are
recommending 13 coterminous single-member divisions based on the city ward
boundaries;

•

In South Norfolk, we propose transferring Woodton and Bedingham from Long
Stratton division to an amended Loddon division.

209 Table 4 shows the impact of our final recommendations on electoral equality,
comparing them with the current arrangements, based on 2002 and 2007 electorate
figures.
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Table 4: Comparison of current and recommended electoral arrangements
2002 electorate

2007 forecast electorate

Current
Final
Current
Final
arrangements recommendations arrangements recommendations
Number of
councillors

84

84

84

84

Number of
divisions

84

84

84

84

7,526

7,526

7,844

7,844

55

24

53

18

25

3

31

2

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

210 As Table 4 shows, our final recommendations would result in a reduction in the
number of divisions with an electoral variance of more than 10% from 55 to 25, with
three divisions varying by more than 20% from the county average. By 2007, 18
divisions are forecast to vary by more than 10%. However, in only 2 divisions would the
variances exceed 20%. Our final recommendations are set out in more detail in Tables
1 and 2, and illustrated on the large maps.
Final recommendation
Norfolk County Council should comprise 84 councillors serving 84 divisions, as detailed
and named in Tables 1 and 2, and illustrated on the large maps.
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Parish council electoral arrangements
211 When reviewing electoral arrangements we are required to comply as far as
possible with the rules set out in Schedule 11 to the 1972 Local Government Act. The
Schedule states that if a parish is to be divided between different county divisions it
must also be divided into parish wards, so that each parish ward lies wholly within a
single division of the county. Accordingly, we propose consequential warding
arrangements for the parish of Sprowston in Broadland district to reflect the proposed
county divisions in that area.
212 The parish of Sprowston is currently served by 15 councillors representing three
wards: Sprowston East (returning eight councillors), Sprowston Central (returning five
councillors) and Sprowston West (returning two councillors). In order to reflect the
county divisions in the area, we proposed that Sprowston East parish ward be divided
into two new parish wards, Sprowston South East parish ward (returning seven
councillors) and Sprowston North East parish ward (returning one councillor).
213 In response to our consultation report, we received no comments regarding the
warding arrangements for Sprowston. We are therefore, confirming our draft
recommendations as final.
Final recommendation
Sprowston Parish Council should comprise 15 councillors, as at present,
representing four wards: Sprowston Central (returning five councillors),
Sprowston North East (returning one councillor), Sprowston South East (returning
seven councillors) and Sprowston West (returning two councillors). The
boundaries between the four parish wards should reflect the proposed county
division boundaries, as illustrated and named on Map 1 in Appendix B.
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7

What happens next?

214 Having completed our review of electoral arrangements in Norfolk and submitted
our final recommendations to The Electoral Commission, we have fulfilled our statutory
obligation under the Local Government Act 1992 (as amended by SI No. 2001/3962).
215 It is now up to The Electoral Commission to decide whether or not to endorse our
recommendations, with or without modification, and to implement them by means of an
Order. Such an Order will not be made before 23 November 2004 and The Electoral
Commission will normally consider all written representations made to them by that
date.
216 All further correspondence concerning our recommendations and the matters
discussed in this report should be addressed to:
The Secretary
The Electoral Commission
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Street
London SW1P 2HW
Fax: 020 7271 0667
Email: implementation@electoralcommission.org.uk
(This address should only be used for this purpose)
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Appendix A
List of all Stage Three respondents who considered that Norwich
City should be represented by 13 coterminous single-member
divisions.
Norfolk County Council
Norwich City Council Liberal Democrat
Group
Sewell Branch of Norwich Labour Party
Norwich Labour Party
The Norfolk & Suffolk Voluntary Cooperative Party
Councillor T Wells
Councillor S Whitaker
Councillor M MacKay
Councillor B Hacker
Councillor Panes
Councillor J Rooza
Councillor F Hartley
Councillor H Cooke
Councillor C Southgate
Councillor S Allison
Councillor D Lowe
Councillor D Hume
Councillors S Mitchell and P McAlenan
Councillor V Elvin
Councillor N Williams
Councillor Taylor
Dr I Gibson MP
Transport & General Workers Union,
South East & East Anglia representative
19 local residents

Norwich City Council
Wensum Labour Party
Norwich South Liberal Democrats
Norwich Green Party
Sewell Community Group
Norwich City Council Labour Group
Councillor P Jimenez
Councillor R Borrett
Councillor C Cameron
Councillor A Waters
Councillor P Harwood
Councillor J Fisher
Councillor M Scutter
Councillor I Williams
Councillor H Panting
Councillor J Lubbock
Councillor J Divers
Councillor J Surridge
Councillor G Dean
Councillor G Loveday
Councillor T Stickle
Rt Hon C Clarke MP
Councillors Couzens, Morphew, Ramsay,
and Lovewell

List of all respondents who supported our further draft
recommendations for Norwich.
Norfolk County Council
Norwich Labour Party
Norfolk & Suffolk Voluntary Co-operative
Party
Bowthorpe & New Costessey Branch
Labour Party
Dr I Gibson MP
Councillor S Whitaker
Councillor C Cameron

Norwich City Council
Wensum Branch of Norwich Labour Party
Norwich North Liberal Democrats North
City Branch
Norfolk County Council Liberal Democrat
Group
Rt Hon C Clarke MP
Councillor G Loveday
Councillor J Lubbock
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Councillor N Williams
Councillor H Panting
9 local residents

Councillor B Ferris
Councillor Panes
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Appendix B
Final Recommendations for Norfolk County Council: Detailed
mapping
The following maps illustrate our proposed division boundaries for the Norfolk County
Council area.
Sheet 1 of 2 inserted at the back of this report illustrates in outline form the proposed
divisions for Norfolk County Council, including constituent district wards and parishes.
Sheet 2 of 2 inserted at the back of this report includes the following map:
Map 1 illustrates the proposed electoral divisions of Sprowston parish in
Broadland district.
Map 2 on the following page illustrates the boundary between the proposed
Breydon and Magdalen divisions in Great Yarmouth borough.
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Map 2. Great Yarmouth borough. Breydon and Magdalen divisions
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