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We are statutorily required to review periodically
the electoral arrangements – such as the number of
councillors representing electors in each area and
the number and boundaries of electoral divisions,
or wards – of every principal local authority in
England. In broad terms our objective is to ensure
that the number of electors represented by each
councillor in an area is as nearly as possible the
same, taking into account local circumstances. We
can recommend changes to division boundaries,
and the number of councillors and division names.
This report sets out the Commission’s final
recommendations on the electoral arrangements
for Northumberland County Council.
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Local Government Commission for England

2 November 1999
Dear Secretary of State
On 22 September 1998 the Commission began a periodic electoral review of Northumberland County
Council under the Local Government Act 1992. We published our draft recommendations in May 1999 and
undertook an eight-week period of consultation.
We have now prepared our final recommendations in the light of the consultation. We have substantially
confirmed our draft recommendations, although some modifications have been made (see paragraphs 217218) in the light of further evidence. This report sets out our final recommendations for changes to the
electoral arrangements of Northumberland County Council.
We recommend that Northumberland County Council should be served by 67 councillors representing 67
divisions, and that changes should be made to division boundaries in order to improve electoral equality,
having regard to the statutory criteria.
We note that you have set out in the White Paper Modern Local Government – In Touch with the People (Cm
4014, HMSO), legislative proposals for a number of changes to local authority electoral arrangements.
However, until such time as that new legislation is in place we are obliged to conduct our work in accordance
with current legislation, and to continue our current approach to periodic electoral reviews.
I would like to thank members and officers of the County Council and other local people who have
contributed to the review. Their co-operation and assistance have been very much appreciated by
Commissioners and staff.
Yours sincerely

PROFESSOR MALCOLM GRANT
Chairman
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SUMMARY

The Commission began a review of Northumberland
County Council on 22 September 1998. We
published our draft recommendations for electoral
arrangements on 11 May 1999, after which we
undertook an eight-week period of consultation.
●

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

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

●

in 48 of the 66 divisions, each of which are
represented by a single councillor, the
number of electors varies by more than 10
per cent from the average for the county and
32 divisions vary by more than 20 per cent
from the average;
by 2003 electoral inequality is expected to
worsen, with the number of electors forecast
to vary by more than 10 per cent from the
average in 50 divisions and varying by more
than 20 per cent in 33 divisions.

Our main final recommendations for future
electoral arrangements (Figures 1 and 2 and
paragraphs 217-218) are that:
●

●

Northumberland County Council should
have 67 councillors, one more than at
present, representing 67 divisions;
as the divisions are based on district wards
which have themselves changed as a result of
the recent district reviews, the boundaries of
all except six divisions will be subject to
change.

●

●

In 48 of the proposed 67 divisions the
number of electors would vary by no more
than 10 per cent from the county average,
with only two divisions varying by more
than 20 per cent.
This improved electoral equality is forecast
to continue, with the number of electors in
50 divisions expected to vary by no more
than 10 per cent from the average for the
county in 2003 and only one division
expected to vary by more than 20 per cent at
that time.

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

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

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

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

Constituent district wards

ALNWICK DISTRICT
1

Alnwick

Alnwick Clayport; Alnwick Hotspur

2

Amble

Amble Central; Amble East

3

Lesbury

Alnwick Castle; Lesbury

4

Longhoughton

Embleton; Hedgeley; Longhoughton with Craster &
Rennington

5

Rothbury

Harbottle & Elsdon; Rothbury & South Rural;
Whittingham

6

Shilbottle

Longframlington; Shilbottle

7

Warkworth

Amble West; Warkworth

BERWICK-UPON-TWEED BOROUGH
8

Bamburgh

Bamburgh; Beadnell; Belford; North Sunderland

9

Berwick East

Seton; Spittal

10

Berwick North

Unchanged – Edward; Elizabeth

11

Berwick West with Ord

Islandshire (part – the parish of Ord); Prior; Shielfield

12

Norham & Islandshire

Ford (part – the parish of Ford); Islandshire (part – the
parishes of Ancroft, Holy Island and Kyloe); Lowick;
Norhamshire

13

Wooler

Cheviot; Flodden; Ford (part – the parishes of Doddington,
Ewart and Milfield); Wooler

BLYTH VALLEY BOROUGH

viii

14

Cowpen

Cowpen (part); Isabella (part)

15

Cramlington East

Cramlington East

16

Cramlington Eastfield

Cramlington Eastfield with Hartford (part);
Cramlington Parkside (part)

17

Cramlington North

Cramlington North

18

Cramlington South East

Cramlington South East

19

Cramlington Village

Unchanged – Cramlington Village
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Figure 1 (continued):

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

Constituent district wards

20

Cramlington West

Cramlington Eastfield with East Hartford (part);
Cramlington Parkside (part); Cramlington West

21

Croft

Croft

22

Hartley

Hartley

23

Holywell

Holywell; Seaton Delaval (part)

24

Isabella

Isabella (part); Plessey (part)

25

Kitty Brewster

Kitty Brewster; Cowpen (part)

26

Newsham

Unchanged – Newsham & New Delaval

27

Plessey

Plessey (part); South Beach (part)

28

Seghill

Seaton Delaval (part); Seghill

29

South Blyth

South Beach (part); South Newsham

30

Wensleydale

Plessey (part); Wensleydale

CASTLE MORPETH BOROUGH
31

Chevington with Longhorsley

Chevington; Longhorsley

32

Lynemouth

Unchanged – Ellingon; Lynemouth

33

Morpeth Kirkhill

Morpeth Kirkhill; Morpeth South

34

Morpeth North

Morpeth Central (part); Morpeth North

35

Morpeth Stobhill

Morpeth Central (part); Morpeth Stobhill

36

Pegswood

Morpeth Central (part); Pegswood

37

Ponteland East

Ponteland East; Stannington

38

Ponteland North

Hartburn; Ponteland North

39

Ponteland South

Heddon-on-the-Wall; Ponteland South

40

Ponteland West

Ponteland West; Stamfordham

41

Ulgham

Hebron, Hepscott & Mitford; Ulgham
continued overleaf
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Figure 1 (continued):

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

Constituent district wards

TYNEDALE DISTRICT
42

Bellingham

Bellingham; Redesdale; Upper North Tyne; Wanney

43

Bywell

Unchanged – East Tynedale; Ovingham; Wylam

44

Corbridge

Corbridge; Sandhoe with Dilston

45

Haltwhistle

Haltwhistle; West Tynedale

46

Haydon & Hadrian

Hadrian; Haydon

47

Hexham Central with Acomb

Acomb; Gilesgate; Hencotes (part)

48

Hexham East

Hencotes (part); Priestpopple

49

Hexham West

Hencotes (part); Leazes

50

Humshaugh

Chollerton with Whittington; Humshaugh & Wall;
Warden & Newbrough; Wark

51

Prudhoe East

Prudhoe North; Prudhoe South

52

Prudhoe West

Prudhoe Castle; Prudhoe West

53

South Tynedale

Allendale; Slaley & Hexhamshire; South Tynedale

54

Stocksfield & Broomhaugh

Broomhaugh & Riding; Stocksfield with Mickley

WANSBECK DISTRICT

x

55

Ashington Central

Central; Park (part)

56

Bedlington Central

Bedlington Central

57

Bedlington East

Bedlington East

58

Bedlington West

Unchanged – Bedlington West

59

Bothal

Bothal

60

Choppington

Choppington; Guide Post (part)

61

College

College; Park (part); Seaton (part)

62

Haydon

Haydon
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Figure 1 (continued):

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

Constituent district wards

SOUTH KESTEVEN DISTRICT
63

Hirst

Hirst; Park (part)

64

Newbiggin Central & East

Newbiggin East; Newbiggin West (part)

65

Seaton with Newbiggin West

Newbiggin West (part); Seaton (part)

66

Sleekburn

Sleekburn

67

Stakeford

Stakeford; Guide Post (part)

Notes: 1 The constituent district wards are those resulting from the electoral reviews of the six Northumberland districts which
were completed in 1997. Where whole district wards do not form the building blocks, constituent parishes and parish
wards are listed.
2 The large map inserted at the back of the report illustrates the proposed divisions outlined above. The maps in Appendix
A illustrate some of the proposed boundaries in more detail.
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Figure 2:

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

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1998)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2003)

Variance
from
average
%

ALNWICK DISTRICT
1 Alnwick

1

3,350

-8

3,289

11

2 Amble

1

3,608

-1

3,658

-1

3 Lesbury

1

4,175

15

4,388

19

4 Longhoughton

1

2,986

-18

3,087

-16

5 Rothbury

1

4,107

13

4,169

13

6 Shilbottle

1

3,488

-4

3,664

-1

7 Warkworth

1

3,287

-9

3,454

-7

BERWICK-UPON-TWEED BOROUGH
8 Bamburgh

1

4,009

10

4,170

13

9 Berwick East

1

3,962

9

3,919

6

10 Berwick North

1

3,567

-2

3,606

-2

11 Berwick West
with Ord

1

3,270

-10

3,564

-4

12 Norham &
Islandshire

1

3,814

5

3,881

5

13 Wooler

1

3,524

-5

3,514

-5

BLYTH VALLEY BOROUGH

xii

14 Cowpen

1

3,457

-5

3,368

-9

15 Cramlington East

1

4,111

13

3,946

7

16 Cramlington Eastfield

1

4,061

12

4,061

10

17 Cramlington North

1

3,322

-9

4,122

12

18 Cramlington
South East

1

3,633

0

3,633

-2

19 Cramlington Village

1

3,753

3

3,653

-1
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Figure 2 (continued):

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

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1998)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2003)

Variance
from
average
%

20 Cramlington West

1

3,808

5

4,258

15

21 Croft

1

3,746

3

3,541

-4

22 Hartley

1

3,975

9

3,806

3

23 Holywell

1

4,152

14

4,139

12

24 Isabella

1

3,442

-5

3,292

-11

25 Kitty Brewster

1

3,246

-11

3,440

-7

26 Newsham

1

3,483

-4

3,483

-6

27 Plessey

1

3,488

-4

3,455

-7

28 Seghill

1

4,152

14

4,140

12

29 South Blyth

1

2,668

-27

3,101

-16

30 Wensleydale

1

3,416

-6

3,351

-9

CASTLE MORPETH BOROUGH
31 Chevington
with Longhorsley

1

3,240

-11

3,190

-14

32 Lynemouth

1

3,758

3

3,693

0

33 Morpeth Kirkhill

1

4,442

22

4,477

21

34 Morpeth North

1

3,427

-6

3,577

-3

35 Morpeth Stobhill

1

3,322

-9

3,472

-6

36 Pegswood

1

3,124

-14

3,574

-3

37 Ponteland East

1

3,810

5

3,810

3

38 Ponteland North

1

3,579

-1

3,659

-1

39 Ponteland South

1

3,702

2

3,652

-1

40 Ponteland West

1

3,477

-4

3,577

-3

41 Ulgham

1

3,760

4

3,860

4
continued overleaf
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Figure 2 (continued):

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

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1998)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2003)

Variance
from
average
%

TYNEDALE DISTRICT
42 Bellingham

1

3,051

-16

3,086

-16

43 Bywell

1

3,684

1

3,682

0

44 Corbridge

1

3,503

-4

3,617

-2

45 Haltwhistle

1

3,967

9

4,021

9

46 Haydon & Hadrian

1

3,325

-8

3,389

-8

47 Hexham Central
with Acomb

1

3,523

-3

3,589

-3

48 Hexham East

1

3,289

-9

3,439

-7

49 Hexham West

1

3,276

-10

3,276

-11

50 Humshaugh

1

3,654

1

3,716

1

51 Prudhoe East

1

4,271

18

4,321

17

52 Prudhoe West

1

3,082

-15

3,582

-3

53 South Tynedale

1

3,748

3

3,823

3

F O R
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54 Stocksfield & Broomhaugh1

xiv
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Figure 2 (continued):

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

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1998)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2003)

Variance
from
average
%

63 Hirst

1

4,233

17

3,987

8

64 Newbiggin Central
& East

1

4,185

15

3,982

8

65 Seaton with
Newbiggin West

1

3,590

-1

4,033

9

66 Sleekburn

1

3,319

-9

3,219

-13

67 Stakeford

1

3,761

4

3,761

2

Totals

67

243,327

-

247,599

-

Averages

-

3,632

-

3,696

-

Source: Electorate figures are based on material provided by Northumberland County Council.
Note: The electorate columns denote the number of electors represented by each councillor as each division is represented by a
single councillor. The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors
represented by each councillor varies from the average for the county. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average
number of electors. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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1. INTRODUCTION

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

1

In each two-tier county, our approach is first to
complete the PERs of all the constituent districts
and, when Orders for the resulting changes in those
areas have been made by the Secretary of State for
the Environment, Transport and the Regions, then
to commence a PER of the county council’s
electoral arrangements. The Secretary of State
made Orders for new electoral arrangements in the
districts in Northumberland, which we reviewed at
the start of the PER programme in 1996/97, in
autumn 1998.

2

In considering the approach we should take to
county reviews we valued the responses to the
consultation we undertook in 1995 prior to the
start of our PER programme, and the more recent
discussions we have had with county council
officers and the Local Government Association. We
have also welcomed the opportunity to brief chief
officers and, on an all-party basis, members of
individual county councils, about our policies and
procedures.

6

In October 1998 we wrote to all county
councils setting out further advice on our approach
to county reviews which supplemented our March
1998 Guidance. First, as with all our reviews, we
wish wherever possible to build on schemes which
have been prepared locally on the basis of careful
and effective consultation. Local interests are
normally in a better position to judge what council
size and configuration is most likely to secure
effective and convenient local government in their
areas, while allowing proper reflection of the
identities and interests of local communities.

7

Our Approach to County Reviews
In undertaking all our PERs we must have
regard to:

3

●

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

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

reflect the identities and interests of local
communities; and

(b)

secure effective and convenient local
government;

Second, the broad objective of PERs is then to
achieve, so far as practicable, equality of
representation across the county as a whole. For
example, we will continue to require justification
for schemes which would result in, or retain, an
electoral imbalance of over 10 per cent in any
division. Any imbalances of 20 per cent or more
should only arise in exceptional circumstances, and
will require strong justification.

8
●

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

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

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

9

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

5
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1

Third, the Rules provide that, in considering
county council electoral arrangements, we should
have regard to the boundaries of district wards. We
attach considerable importance to achieving
coterminosity between the boundaries of divisions
and wards. Where wards or groups of wards are not
coterminous with county divisions, this can cause
confusion for the electorate at local elections, lead
to increased election costs and, in our view, may
not be conducive to effective and convenient local
government.

10

We recognise, however, that we are unlikely to
achieve optimum electoral equality and complete
coterminosity throughout a county area. Our
objective will be to achieve the best balance
between the two, taking into account the statutory
criteria. While the proportion of electoral divisions
that will be coterminous with the boundaries of
district wards is likely to vary between counties, we
would normally expect coterminosity to be
achieved in a significant majority of divisions.

11

Where coterminosity is not possible in parished
areas, and a district ward is to be split between
electoral divisions, we would normally expect this
to be achieved without dividing (or further
dividing) a parish between divisions. There are
likely to be exceptions to this, however, particularly
where larger parishes are involved.

12

Fourth, we are not prescriptive on council size.
We start from the general assumption that the
existing council size already secures effective and
convenient local government in that county but we
are willing to look carefully at arguments why this
might not be so. However, we have found it
necessary to safeguard against upward drift in the
number of councillors, and we believe that any
proposal for an increase in council size will need to
be fully justified: in particular, we do not accept
that an increase in a county’s electorate should
automatically result in an increase in the number of
councillors, nor that changes should be made to the
size of a county council simply to make it more
consistent with the size of other counties.

13

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

2
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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 will
continue under our recommendations in seeking
the best balance between electoral equality,
coterminosity and the statutory criteria.
Finally, before we started our county reviews,
the Government published a White Paper, Modern
Local Government – In Touch with the People, in July
1998, setting out legislative proposals for
local authority electoral arrangements. The
Government’s proposals provided for elections by
halves in alternate years for all two-tier authorities.
This would mean that district and county councils
would each move to a cycle of elections by halves,
with elections for district councils and county
councils taking place in alternate years. The White
Paper also refers to local accountability being
maximised where the whole electorate in a council’s
area is involved in elections each time they take
place, thereby pointing to a pattern of two-member
divisions in county councils to reflect a system of
elections by halves.

15

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

16

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

17

C O M M I S S I O N

F O R

E N G L A N D

The Review of Northumberland
We completed the reviews of the six district
council areas in Northumberland in March 1997,
and the Secretary of State has since made the
Orders for the new electoral arrangements. This is
our first review of the electoral arrangements of
Northumberland County Council. The last such
review was undertaken by our predecessor, the
Local Government Boundary Commission
(LGBC), which reported to the Secretary of State
in December 1979 (Report No. 370).

18

Stage One of this review began on 22
September 1998, when we wrote to Northumberland
County Council inviting proposals for future electoral
arrangements. We also notified the six district councils
in the county, the Northumbria Police Authority, the
local authority associations, the Northumberland
Association of Local Councils, parish and town
councils in the county, Members of Parliament and
the Member of the European Parliament with
constituency interests in the county, and the
headquarters of the main political parties. We
placed a notice in the local press, issued a press
release and invited the County Council to publicise
the review further. The closing date for receipt of
representations, the end of Stage One, was 14
December 1998. At Stage Two we considered all
the representations received during Stage One and
prepared our draft recommendations.
19

Stage Three began on 11 May 1999 with the
publication of our report, Draft Recommendations
on the Future Electoral Arrangements for
Northumberland County Council, and ended on 5
July 1999. Comments were sought on our
preliminary conclusions. Finally, during Stage Four
we reconsidered our draft recommendations in the
light of the Stage Three consultation and now
publish our final recommendations.

20
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2. CURRENT ELECTORAL
ARRANGEMENTS
The county of Northumberland is England’s
most northerly and comprises the six district or
borough council areas of Alnwick, Berwick-uponTweed, Blyth Valley, Castle Morpeth, Tynedale and
Wansbeck. With less than 250,000 electors,
Northumberland is the second smallest shire
county in terms of electorate and yet is the sixth
largest in terms of area, covering 1,940 square
miles (just over half a million hectares). The county
borders Cumbria to the south-west, Scotland to the
north-west and County Durham and Tyne & Wear
to the south. Its eastern boundary is formed by the
North Sea.

21

The county has an overall population density of
0.6 people per hectare but there are stark contrasts
between rural and urban areas. The two relatively
urban districts in the south-east of the county,
Blyth Valley and Wansbeck, contain around 45 per
cent of the county’s population but cover just 3 per
cent of the land area. The main towns in this part
of the county are Ashington, Bedlington, Blyth and
Cramlington. The remainder of the county’s
population live mainly in hamlets, villages and
market towns in the four relatively rural districts of
Alnwick, Berwick-upon-Tweed, Castle Morpeth
and Tynedale. Principal towns in these areas
include Alnwick, Berwick-upon-Tweed, Haltwhistle,
Hexham, Morpeth, Ponteland and Prudhoe.

22

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

23

The electorate of the county is 243,327
(February 1998). The Council presently has 66
members, with one member elected from each
division (Figure 3).

24

Since the last electoral review of the County
Council there has been an increase in the electorate
in Northumberland, with around 10 per cent more
electors than two decades ago. There have been
fairly evenly spread increases in electorate in all
districts with the exception of Wansbeck. The
districts of Blyth Valley, Castle Morpeth and
Tynedale are all within the sphere of influence of
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Newcastle-upon-Tyne’s travel-to-work area and as a
result a good deal of new housing has been built in
these areas.
At present, each county councillor represents an
average of 3,687 electors, which the County Council
forecasts would increase to 3,752 by the year 2003 if
the present number of councillors is maintained.
However, due to demographic and other changes
over the past two decades, the number of electors in
48 of the 66 divisions varies by more than 10 per cent
from the county average and in 32 divisions by more
than 20 per cent. The worst imbalance at present is in
the Parkside division (in Blyth Valley borough) where
the councillor represents well over double the
number of electors than the county average. The
difference in the numbers of electors represented by
each county councillor can best be illustrated by the
fact that the councillor for the Parkside division
presently represents around 8,700 electors while the
councillor for the Crookham division (in Berwickupon-Tweed borough) represents well under a
quarter of that, with only around 1,850 electors.

26

As mentioned 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 Northumberland, we are
therefore faced with a new ‘starting point’ for
considering electoral divisions. Our proposals for
county divisions will be based on the new district
wards as opposed to those which existed prior to
the recent reviews. In view of the effect of the new
district wards and changes in the electorate over the
past 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.

27

In considering county council electoral
arrangements, we have regard to the boundaries of
district wards. The term ‘coterminosity’ is used
throughout the report and refers to situations
where the boundaries of county electoral divisions
and district wards are the same, that is to say where
county divisions comprise either one or more
whole district wards.

28
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Figure 3:

Existing Electoral Arrangements
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1998)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2003)

Variance
from
average
%

ALNWICK DISTRICT
1 Alnwick

1

3,254

-12

3,193

-15

2 Amble

1

4,853

32

4,980

33

3 Embleton

1

3,008

-18

3,074

-18

4 Lesbury

1

4,271

16

4,484

20

5 Rothbury

1

4,085

11

4,182

11

6 Shilbottle

1

5,530

50

5,796

54

BERWICK-UPON-TWEED BOROUGH
7 Bamburgh

1

4,154

13

4,321

15

8 Berwick North

1

3,567

-3

3,606

-4

9 Berwick South

1

6,082

65

6,069

62

10 Crookham

1

1,854

-50

1,821

-51

11 Norham & Islandshire

1

3,759

2

4,094

9

12 Wooler

1

2,730

-26

2,743

-27

BLYTH VALLEY BOROUGH

6

13 Central

1

3,147

-15

3,012

-20

14 Cowpen

1

3,290

-11

3,243

-14

15 Cramlington East

1

3,339

-9

3,174

-15

16 Cramlington
South East

1

3,993

8

3,993

6

17 Cramlington West

1

2,906

-21

3,156

-16

18 Croft

1

2,402

-35

2,257

-40

19 Hartley

1

3,955

7

3,786

1

20 Holywell

1

2,920

-21

2,895

-23
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Figure 3 (continued):

Existing Electoral Arrangements
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1998)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2003)

Variance
from
average
%

21 Isabella

1

3,222

-13

3,072

-18

22 Kitty Brewster

1

2,354

-36

2,554

-32

23 Newsham

1

3,483

-6

3,483

-7

24 Parkside

1

8,697

136

9,697

158

25 Plessey

1

2,819

-24

2,748

-27

26 Seaton Delaval

1

3,026

-18

3,026

-19

27 Seghill

1

2,379

-35

2,379

-37

28 Village

1

3,753

2

3,653

-3

29 Wensleydale

1

6,228

69

6,661

78

CASTLE MORPETH BOROUGH
30 Heddon-on-the-Wall

1

2,434

-34

2,434

-35

31 Longhirst

1

2,805

-24

2,905

-23

32 Lynemouth

1

3,758

2

3,693

-2

33 Morpeth North

1

4,562

24

5,062

35

34 Morpeth South

1

4,222

15

4,257

13

35 Morpeth Stobhill

1

2,726

-26

2,876

-23

36 Netherwitton

1

2,694

-27

2,740

-27

37 Ponteland East

1

5,092

38

5,042

34

38 Ponteland West

1

4,419

20

4,589

22

39 Stannington

1

2,421

-34

2,435

-35

40 Widdrington

1

4,508

22

4,508

20

TYNEDALE DISTRICT
41 Allendale

1

4,039

10

4,114

10

42 Bellingham

1

2,700

-27

2,735

-27
continued overleaf
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Figure 3 (continued):

Existing Electoral Arrangements
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1998)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2003)

Variance
from
average
%

43 Bywell

1

3,684

0

3,682

-2

44 Corbridge

1

4,490

22

4,651

24

45 Haltwhistle

1

3,085

-16

3,132

-17

46 Hexham East

1

3,801

3

3,970

6

47 Hexham West

1

5,300

44

5,300

41

48 Humshaugh

1

4,005

9

4,067

8

49 Plenmeller

1

2,600

-29

2,651

-29

50 Prudhoe East

1

3,871

5

3,921

5

51 Prudhoe West

1

4,173

13

4,673

25

52 Slaley

1

4,575

24

4,617

23

WANSBECK DISTRICT

8

53 Ashington Central

1

2,796

-24

2,541

-32

54 Bedlington Central

1

4,082

11

4,172

11

55 Bedlington East

1

3,273

-11

3,213

-14

56 Bedlington West

1

3,695

0

4,065

8

57 Bothal

1

4,969

35

4,969

32

58 Choppington

1

3,834

4

3,834

2

59 Haydon

1

3,716

1

3,816

2

60 Hirst

1

3,327

-10

3112

-17

61 Newbiggin East

1

2,797

-24

2,667

-29

62 Newbiggin West

1

2,361

-36

2,231

-41

63 Park & College

1

2,852

-23

2,707

-28

64 Seaton

1

4,282

16

4,847

29
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Figure 3 (continued):

Existing Electoral Arrangements
Division name
(by district
council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1998)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2003)

Variance
from
average
%

65 Sleekburn

1

2,688

-27

2,588

-31

66 Stakeford

1

3,631

-2

3,631

-3

Totals

66

243,327

-

247,599

-

Averages

-

3,687

-

3,752

-

Source: Electorate figures are based on Northumberland County Council’s submission.
Note: Each division is represented by a single councillor, hence the electorate columns denote the number of electors represented
by each councillor. The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors
represented by each councillor varies from the average for the county. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average
number of electors. For example, in 1998, electors in Newbiggin West division in Wansbeck were relatively over-represented
by 36 per cent, while electors in Hexham West division in Tynedale were relatively under-represented by 44 per cent.
Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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3. DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS

During Stage One we received 22
representations, including a county-wide scheme
from the County Council. We also received
submissions from the Conservative & Independent
Group, Alnwick District Council, the Blyth Valley
Liberal Democrats, 14 parish or town councils, one
county councillor and three residents. In light of
these representations and the evidence available to
us, we reached preliminary conclusions which
were set out in our report, Draft Recommendations on
the Future Electoral Arrangements for Northumberland
County Council.

29

Our draft recommendations were based on a
mixture of proposals from the County Council, the
Conservative & Independent Group and our own
proposals. In the district of Alnwick we put
forward proposals submitted by Alnwick District
Council. We proposed that:

30

(a)

Northumberland County Council should be
served by 67 councillors;

(b)

there should be 67 electoral divisions, involving
changes to the boundaries of all but six of the
existing divisions.

Draft Recommendation
Northumberland County Council should
comprise 67 councillors serving the same
number of divisions.
Our proposals would have resulted in significant
improvements in electoral equality, with the number
of electors per councillor in 50 of the 67 electoral
divisions varying by no more than 10 per cent from
the county average. This level of electoral equality
was forecast to improve further, with 53 of the
divisions expected to vary by no more than 10 per
cent from the county average in 2003.

31
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4. RESPONSES TO CONSULTATION

During the consultation on our draft
recommendations report, we received 62
representations. All representations may be
inspected at the offices of the County Council and
the Commission by appointment. A list of
respondents is available on request from the
Commission.

32

Northumberland County
Council
The County Council had no specific comments
to make in the Tynedale area. However it did have
some concerns in the remainder of the county and
proposed some alternative arrangements. In
Alnwick district, it proposed combining the Amble
Central and East district wards and adding the
Amble West ward to the Warkworth division.
It also proposed transferring the rural district
ward of Whittingham from the proposed
Longhoughton division to the proposed Rothbury
division. In Berwick-upon-Tweed, the County
Council supported Ord Parish Council’s wish to
“retain their rural identity”.

33

In the Blyth Valley area, the County Council
stated that our draft proposals generally reflected
the Council’s wishes but it was concerned that the
proposals for the Seaton Valley area would result in
the loss of a division in that area. In Castle
Morpeth, the County Council acknowledged that
our proposals provided a “higher degree of
coterminosity” but argued that this was at the
expense of community identity. In Wansbeck, it
asked us to reconsider its original submission for
the Newbiggin and Ashington areas. It also
suggested minor boundary changes to the
proposed College, Central and Hirst divisions to
reflect local community identities and interests.

34

Tynedale and Wansbeck. In the Alnwick area, the
Group generally supported our proposals, but
suggested a re-configuration of parishes in the
proposed divisions of Longhoughton and
Rothbury. In Berwick-upon-Tweed, the Group
contended that the proposed divisions of Rural
North and Wooler were too large, in geographic
terms. In Castle Morpeth district, while the Group
generally supported the proposals for the
Ponteland area and the town of Morpeth, it argued
that its original proposals for Morpeth would
provide for better levels of electoral equality.
However, its main concern was the proposed
Ulgham and Chevington & Longhorsley divisions,
which in its view combined communities with no
shared identity.

Berwick-upon-Tweed
Constituency Liberal
Democrats

In Alnwick district, the Berwick-upon-Tweed
Constituency Liberal Democrats proposed a new
‘Coastal’ division comprising the district wards of
Embleton, Longhoughton with Craster &
Rennington and Lesbury, and a new inland
division o, is’(T)165.n A(, anB ar)17.6(ubmh’on comprising tof)]TJ

36

Northumberland County
Council Conservative &
Independent Group
The Conservative & Independent Group on
the County Council supported the draft
recommendations for the areas of Blyth Valley,

35
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Member of Parliament
The Rt. Hon. Alan Beith, MP supported the
proposals put forward by the Berwick-upon-Tweed
Constituency Liberal Democrats in respect of both
Alnwick and Berwick-upon-Tweed districts. He
also asked for the “historic” name of ‘Norham and
Islandshires’ to be retained.

38

Elected Members
County Councillor Brown, representing the
Embleton division, supported the Berwick
Constituency Liberal Democrats’ proposal for a
“coastal county seat” in Alnwick district, and
proposed that Edlingham and Eglingham parishes
be placed with Alnwick Castle ward. He further
argued that the rest of Embleton division
should extend southwards towards the coast to
reach the required numbers for electoral equality.
District Councillor Heather-Cairns, representing
the Embleton ward, supported the Berwickupon-Tweed Liberal Democrats’ submission
for the creation of a Longhoughton with Craster
& Rennington division. District Councillor
Rutherford, representing the Whittingham ward,
and County Councillor Bolam, representing the
Rothbury division, both proposed that the
Whittingham district ward should form part of the
proposed Rothbury division. County Councillor
Arckless, representing the Amble division,
supported Alnwick District and the County
Council’s proposals with regard to Amble and
Warkworth.

39

Councillor Ferguson, the Berwick Borough
Council Leader and ward member for Wooler, and
Councillor Scott-Weightman, Borough and County
Councillor for the town of Berwick, supported the
Liberal Democrats’ and Berwick Borough
Council’s proposal to move away from
coterminosity in the proposed Wooler division.
Borough Councillor Lockie, representing Ford
ward, stated a preference for our proposed division
based on Wooler to include Ford ward instead of
Lowick ward for community reasons. He also
suggested slight changes to Berwick South division
and to the parish of Ord for community reasons,
and proposed some alternative division names.

40

County Councillor Harvey, representing the
Blyth Valley Seghill division, forwarded a 132
signature petition from residents of Seghill
opposing the draft recommendation to create a

41
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revised Seghill division by combining part of the
town of Seaton Delaval with Seghill. County
Councillor Sanderson, representing the Castle
Morpeth division of Netherwitton, supported the
amended proposals suggested by the Conservative
& Independent Group for the new division of
Longhorsley.

Borough and District
Councils
Alnwick District Council supported the County
Council’s proposal for the Amble and Warkworth
area, and its proposed transfer of Whittingham
district ward from the proposed Longhoughton
division to the proposed Rothbury division.

42

Berwick-upon-Tweed Borough Council concurred
with the Berwick-upon-Tweed Constituency Liberal
Democrats’ view, that we should move away from
coterminosity in the proposed Wooler division. It also
supported the suggested alternative to the division
name of ‘Rural North’.

43

Blyth Valley Borough Council generally
supported the draft recommendations, stating that
they “provided a better level of electoral balance”.
However, it was concerned that the combination of
the three divisions of Holywell, Seaton Delaval and
Seghill into two divisions would result in a loss of
identity for Seaton Delaval.

44

Castle Morpeth Borough Council supported
our draft recommendations for the divisions of
Lynemouth, Ponteland East, South and West, and
Morpeth North. However, the Borough Council
proposed alternative warding arrangements for the
other three Morpeth divisions, and a reconfiguration of parishes in the proposed divisions
of Chevington with Longhorsley and Ulgham.

45

Parish and Town Councils
We received representations from 21 parish
councils and three town councils. In Alnwick
district, Longframlington Parish Council supported
our proposals for an additional councillor for the
Alnwick district, and Felton Parish Council had no
objections to our draft proposals. Newton-on-theMoor & Swarland Parish Council supported the
draft recommendation regarding the parish, but had
reservations regarding the division name of
Shilbottle and suggested that an alternative should
be found to avoid confusion with the district ward.

46
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The parish councils of Harbottle and Cartington
would prefer to form part of a revised Rothbury
division, and opposed the recommendation for the
parishes to form part of a Longhoughton division.
Whittingham & Callaly Parish Council wished to
remain part of a Rothbury division and not form part
of an Embleton division, and supported the view of
Councillor Bolam.

47

In Berwick-upon-Tweed borough, Lowick
Parish Council stated that any expansion of the
existing division would create an even larger
geographic area. It also opposed the name of the
division ‘Rural North’ and suggested the alternative
of ‘Norham & Islandshire’, a suggestion supported
by the parish councils of Ancroft and Norham.
Holy Island Parish Council opposed the division
name of ‘Rural North’ and proposed an alternative
of ‘Islandshire & Rural North’. Ord Parish Council
stated a preference for no change, wishing to
remain in a separate ‘rural’ division.

48

In Castle Morpeth borough, Longhirst Parish
Council had no desire to be placed in a division with
Pegswood. Morpeth Town Council supported the
County Council’s Stage Three proposals for the
division of Morpeth’s town wards. A petition was
attached, signed by “the majority of the electorate in
the Middle Greens area of Morpeth” opposing any
“amalgamation” with the parish of Pegswood.
Netherwitton Parish Council “strongly disagreed”
with our proposal for the parish to form part of a
Ponteland-based division. Longhorsley Parish Council
stated that the proposal for it to join with Chevington
was “unacceptable”. Wallington Demesne Parish
Council opposed our proposal for the parish to form
part of a revised Ponteland North division.

49

Stannington Parish Council opposed our
proposal for Stannington to form part of Ponteland
East division. Heddon-on-the-Wall Parish Council
opposed the inclusion of the parish in the
Ponteland South division. Ponteland Parish
Council supported our draft proposals with regard
to the parish. Stamfordham Parish Council
opposed the inclusion of the parish in the
Ponteland West division, and stated that Heddonon-the-Wall and Ponteland are very distinct
communities. It recommended an electoral division
comprising the areas of Stamfordham and
Heddon-on-the-Wall.

50

own as a single division. Hexham Town Council
opposed the inclusion of Acomb village in a
division with part of Hexham town, contending
that they are different types of community, and are
separated by both the A69 road and the River
Tyne. It would prefer to see a division based on
Acomb which would be north of the river and A69.
Broomhaugh and Riding Parish Council stated that
the parish would be “better placed with Healey
rather than with Stocksfield and Mickley”.

Other Representations
We received a further 20 representations. The
Northumberland Association of Local Councils
was “happy” with the approach taken by the
Commission, but did appreciate that some of its
members had expressed strong views over what
they perceived to be “forced marriages” between
parishes. It also shared concern with some of the
parishes regarding the proposed names of some of
the county divisions. In the Alnwick area, a local
resident supported the draft recommendation to
keep the parishes of Alnmouth and Lesbury
together in the same division.

52

A local resident from Blyth Valley opposed our
recommendation to divide the existing Seaton
Delaval division. The Blyth Valley Liberal
Democrats made no comment on our proposals for
the Seaton Valley part of the district, and did not
oppose our proposed divisions of Cowpen, Isabella
and Kitty Brewster. However, it put forward
alternative warding arrangements for the
remainder of the borough, notably in the
Cramlington area.

53

In the Castle Morpeth area, 13 local residents
objected to our draft recommendation to include
the parish of Heddon-on-the-Wall in the division of
Ponteland South. The Heddon-on-the-Wall
Women’s Institute and the Heddon Ladies’
Fellowship (who forwarded a 21 signature
petition) also opposed this draft recommendation.
The Wansbeck District Council Liberal Democrat
Group was “happy with the proposed changes to
the boundaries in its area”.

54

In Tynedale district, Wall Parish Council
accepted our draft recommendations. Haltwhistle
Town Council reaffirmed its original submission,
stating that it wished to retain Haltwhistle on its
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5. ANALYSIS AND FINAL
RECOMMENDATIONS
As with our reviews of districts, our prime
objective in considering the most appropriate
electoral arrangements for Northumberland
County Council is to achieve electoral equality. In
doing so we have regard to the statutory criteria set
out in the Local Government Act 1992 – the need
to secure effective and convenient local
government, and reflect the interests and identities
of local communities – and Schedule 11 to the
Local Government Act 1972, which refers to the
number of electors being “as nearly as may be, the
same in every division of the county”.

55

In relation to Schedule 11, our recommendations
are not intended to be based solely on existing
electorate figures, but also on assumptions as to
changes in the number and distribution of local
government electors likely to take place within the
ensuing five years. We must also have regard to the
desirability of fixing identifiable boundaries and to
maintaining local ties which might otherwise be
broken, and to the boundaries of district wards.

We therefore recommend that, in formulating
electoral schemes, local authorities and other
interested parties should start from the standpoint
of electoral equality, and then make adjustments to
reflect relevant factors such as the boundaries of
district wards and community identity. Regard
must also be had to five-year forecasts of changes in
electorates. We will require justification for
schemes which result in, or retain, an imbalance of
over 10 per cent in any division. Any imbalances of
20 per cent and over should arise only in
exceptional circumstances and will require strong
justification.
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We have discussed in Chapter One the
additional parameters which apply to reviews of
county council electoral arrangements and the need
to have regard to the boundaries of district wards
and coterminosity. We will also seek to ensure that
the number of county councillors representing each
district council area within the county is
commensurate with the district’s proportion of the
county’s electorate.
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It is impractical to design an electoral scheme
which provides for exactly the same number of
electors in every division of a county. There must
be a degree of flexibility. However, our approach,
in the context of the statutory criteria, is that such
flexibility must be kept to a minimum.
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Our Guidance states that we accept that the
achievement of absolute electoral equality for the
authority as a whole is likely to be unattainable,
especially when also seeking to achieve
coterminosity in order to facilitate convenient and
effective local government. However, we consider
that, if electoral imbalances are to be kept to the
minimum, the objective of electoral equality should
be the starting point in any review.
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Electorate Forecasts
The County Council submitted electorate
forecasts for the year 2003, projecting a marginal
increase in the electorate of under 2 per cent, from
243,327 to 247,599, over the five-year period
from 1998 to 2003. It expected the growth to be
fairly evenly spread across all the districts, although
the rate of increase of electorate in Wansbeck was
forecast to be considerably less than in the other
areas. The County Council estimated rates and
locations of housing development with regard to
structure and local plans, the expected rate of
building over the five-year period and assumed
occupancy rates. Advice from the County Council
on the likely effect on electorates of changes to
division boundaries was obtained. In our draft
recommendations report we accepted that this is an
inexact science and, having given consideration to
forecast electorates, we were satisfied that they
represented the best estimates that could be made
at the time.
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During Stage Three, Heddon-on-the-Wall
Parish Council contested the County Council’s
projected electorate forecast for the parish, but did
not provide any supporting evidence. The County
Council did not suggest altering the projections in
any part of the county. Having given careful
consideration to the representations received at
Stage Three, we remain satisfied that the electorate
projections used in our draft recommendations
report provide the best estimates presently
available, and are content to confirm them as final.
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Council Size
As already explained, the Commission’s starting
point is to assume that the current council size
facilities convenient and effective local government,
although we are willing to carefully look at
arguments why this might not be the case.
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Northumberland County Council presently has
66 members. At Stage One, the County Council
proposed a council size of 69 members and that the
districts of Alnwick, Blyth Valley and Tynedale
should each receive one additional county councillor.
The other three districts would each maintain their
existing levels of representation. The only other
representation which commented directly on council
size was that of the Conservative & Independent
Group. Its submission proposed the same number of
county councillors for the districts of Alnwick,
Berwick-upon-Tweed, Castle Morpeth and Tynedale
as the County Council. Although it did not put
forward a scheme for the districts of Blyth Valley and
Wansbeck, the Conservative & Independent Group
commented that the County Council’s proposals
would mean that both those districts would be
relatively over-represented.
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Council’s proposals would over-represent the two
districts overall. Given the allocation of councillors
for the other four districts as outlined above, we
proposed that Blyth Valley should be represented
by 17 county councillors (as now) while Wansbeck
should be represented by 13, a reduction of one.
In our draft recommendations report we
considered the size and distribution of the
electorate, the geography and other characteristics
of the area, together with the representations
received. We concluded that the achievement of
electoral equality and the statutory criteria would
best be met by a council size of 67 members.
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The County Council and other respondents
have continued to argue for over-representation in
Blyth Valley and Wansbeck at Stage Three, but we
have not received evidence to persuade us to move
to an arrangement where these districts would be
relatively over-represented. We have therefore
decided to confirm our draft recommendation for a
council size of 67 as final.
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Electoral Arrangements
As set out in our draft recommendations report,
we carefully considered all the representations
received at Stage One, including the county-wide
scheme from the County Council. From these
representations, some considerations emerged
which helped to inform us when preparing our
draft recommendations.
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The Commission does not generally seek a
substantial increase or decrease in council size but
is prepared to consider the case for change where
there is persuasive evidence. There appeared to be
a consensus locally on retaining broadly the same
council size as at present, notwithstanding the fact
that the County Council argued for an overall
increase of three councillors. There was agreement
that the districts of Alnwick and Tynedale should
each receive an additional county councillor and
that those of Berwick-upon-Tweed and Castle
Morpeth should maintain their existing levels of
representation.
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Given the consensus on council size between
the County Council and the Conservative &
Independent Group in these four districts and,
importantly, that the allocation for each of the
districts would fairly represent them, we concurred
with the proposition. As a result, we proposed that
Alnwick district should have seven county
councillors, Berwick-upon-Tweed borough should
have six, Castle Morpeth borough should have 11
and Tynedale district should have 13.
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In relation to the Blyth Valley and Wansbeck
areas, we agreed with the Conservative &
Independent Group’s submission that the County
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The County Council submitted a scheme which
would significantly improve the level of electoral
equality across the county, with only four divisions
having an electoral imbalance greater than 20 per
cent initially, and five divisions having an electoral
imbalance greater than 20 per cent by 2003.
However, despite this significant improvement in
equality of representation, its proposals failed to
achieve a high level of coterminosity between the
boundaries of divisions and wards, with only 32 of
the proposed 69 county divisions achieving
complete coterminosity. In addition, two of the six
districts in the county – Blyth Valley and Wansbeck
– would have levels of representation that would
not be commensurate with their proportion of the
county’s electorate, particularly having regard to
the five-year forecast of electorate.
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We also received a submission from the
Conservative & Independent Group on the County
Council which covered four of the six districts. Its
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proposals would have significantly improved the
overall level of electoral equality in those four
districts but, similarly to the County Council’s
scheme, the degree of coterminosity achieved
would be relatively poor, with only 15 out of the
37 divisions in these districts achieving complete
coterminosity. The Conservative & Independent
Group proposed allocating the same number of
county councillors to the district council areas
covered in its submission (Alnwick, Berwick,
Castle Morpeth and Tynedale) as the County
Council proposed under its scheme.
In our draft recommendations report, we
acknowledged the difficulties faced in seeking to
address the present levels of electoral inequality in
Northumberland, and expressed gratitude for the
positive approach taken by the County Council and
the Conservative & Independent Group in
submitting electoral schemes. We sought to build
on these proposals and other submissions received
in order to put forward electoral arrangements
which would achieve further improvements in
equality of representation throughout the county,
better reflect the interests and identities of
communities in the county, and result in a greater
level of coterminosity between the boundaries of
divisions and wards.

Alnwick district
Under the current arrangements, the district of
Alnwick is represented by six county councillors.
The six current divisions are named Alnwick,
Amble, Embleton, Lesbury, Rothbury and
Shilbottle. There is a substantial degree of electoral
imbalance in this district, with two divisions
(Amble and Shilbottle) substantially underrepresented, in both cases by more than 30 per
cent. Overall, in relation to the size of the electorate
in the rest of the county, Alnwick district as a whole
is under-represented on the County Council.
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We have reviewed our draft recommendations in
the light of further evidence and the representations
received during Stage Three, and judge that
modifications should be made to a number of our
proposed boundaries and names of divisions.
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Our proposals would involve the re-warding of
two parishes, Hexham and Morpeth, in order to
meet the requirements of Schedule 11 to the 1972
Act. These parishing proposals are detailed later in
this chapter. For the purposes of county divisions,
the six district areas in the county are considered in
turn, as follows:
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(a)

Alnwick district;

(b)

Berwick-upon-Tweed borough;

(c)

Blyth Valley borough;

(d)

Castle Morpeth borough;

(e)

Tynedale district;

(f)

Wansbeck district.
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Alnwick District Council was critical of the fact
that district wards would be split between different
county divisions under both the County Council
and Conservative & Independent Group’s
proposals. It also had concerns over the geographic
size of the County Council’s proposed Rothbury
division. The District Council proposed creating
seven county divisions, each comprising whole
district wards. While the proposals provided for
administrative convenience in terms of county
divisions comprising whole district wards, the level
of electoral equality attained was not as good as by
the other schemes, with two of the divisions
varying by between 10 and 20 per cent from the
county average. Given that the primary aim of an
electoral review is to achieve a good level of
electoral equality, having regard to local
circumstances, we were cautious about adopting
proposals which moved away significantly from
optimum electoral equality.
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However, we also place a high store on
coterminosity and the District Council’s proposals
achieved significantly improved electoral equality
and addressed the concerns raised by respondents
in the Lesbury/Alnmouth area. We therefore
endorsed the proposals contained in the Alnwick
District Council officers’ submission and believed
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Details of our final recommendations are set
out in Figures 1 and 2, and illustrated in Appendix
A and on the large map at the back of this report.
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During Stage One, the County Council, the
District Council and the Conservative &
Independent Group agreed that Alnwick district
merited an increase in representation of one, to
seven county councillors. However, differing
proposals were put forward. The County Council
(assuming a 69-member council size) and the
Conservative & Independent Group (assuming a
67-member council size), both proposed schemes
which secured excellent levels of electoral equality,
but with only three of the seven proposed divisions
comprising whole district council wards.
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that, across the whole of Alnwick district, a scheme
which created county divisions by utilising whole
district council wards and provided a reasonable
level of electoral equality was appropriate and
achievable.
The District Council proposed that the Lesbury
district ward be combined with that of Alnwick
Castle. The division would vary by 15 per cent
above the county average number of electors per
councillor initially (assuming a 67-member council
size), increasing to 19 per cent above the average
by 2003. While we acknowledged that such a level
of electoral imbalance was not ideal, it did not split
the district ward of Lesbury (the communities of
Lesbury and Alnmouth) and created a county
division formed from whole district wards.
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In the remainder of the district, an Amble
county division would be formed from a
combination of the district wards of Amble East
and Amble West, while an Alnwick division would
be formed from combining the district wards of
Alnwick Clayport and Alnwick Hotspur. Also in
the east of the district, a Warkworth division would
be formed from the combination of the Amble
Central and Warkworth district wards. The number
of electors in each of these three divisions would
vary below the county average by 8 per cent, 8 per
cent and 2 per cent respectively, becoming 6 per
cent, 11 per cent and 2 per cent by 2003.
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In the more sparsely populated centre and west
of the district, we adopted the District Council’s
proposalsAlnw0N whbottlThe divisiog t[(be former)]TJT*0.0221 Tc610064 T[(d fr)17.6(om the district war)17.6(
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Rothbury division, opposed our recommendation
to include the Whittingham district ward, which is
an upland area, with the ‘coastal’ Longhoughton
division. She contended that the two types of
community would find it difficult to relate to one
another, and suggested that the A697 road would
form a natural boundary. She concluded by
supporting the proposal suggested by many
respondents at Stage Three, for the Whittingham
district ward to be linked with Rothbury.
Harbottle Parish Council stated a preference to
remain as part of a Rothbury division, and opposed
the recommendation for it to form part of a
Longhoughton division. Newton-on-the-Moor &
Swarland Parish Council supported the draft
recommendation regarding its parish, but had
reservations regarding the division name of
Shilbottle and suggested that an alternative was
found to avoid confusion with the district ward
name. Longframlington Parish Council supported
our proposals for an additional county councillor for
Alnwick district and for each councillor to represent
an electorate of around 3,500. Felton Parish Council
had no objections to our draft proposals.
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Cartington Parish Council opposed its inclusion
in the Longhoughton division, stating that the
parish associates strongly with Rothbury parish
and the Rothbury division and that 90 per cent of
the parish precept goes towards the upkeep of
Rothbury cemetery. It contended that the proposed
Longhoughton division would be geographically
divided, with the main part, north and north-east
of Alnwick, being separated from the Cartington
area by more than ten miles of sparsely populated
high ground. The parish council concluded by
stating that if it was included in the Rothbury
division, the level of electoral equality in both
divisions would improve. Whittingham & Callaly
Parish Council wished to remain part of a Rothbury
division and not be placed with Embleton. The
Parish Council supported the view of Councillor
Bolam that our draft proposal would not be
appropriate, as a hill area has different priorities from
coastal areas. One local resident supported the draft
recommendation to keep Alnmouth with Lesbury
together in a single division.
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As can be seen from the paragraphs above, the
representations received during Stage Three
centred on two main areas of contention in
Alnwick district, the Amble/Warkworth area and
the Whittingham district ward. The County
Council, Alnwick District Council and the Amble
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County councillor proposed retaining coterminosity,
but reconfiguring the county divisions by combining
the district wards of Amble Central with Amble East
and Amble West with Warkworth. Under the draft
recommendations Amble division would vary by 6
per cent and Warkworth division by 2 per cent, but
under the alternative proposals, which were put
forward on community identity grounds, they
would vary by 1 per cent and 7 per cent
respectively. Berwick-upon-Tweed Constituency
Liberal Democrats and Alan Beith M.P, proposed
combining Amble Central and Amble West district
wards, with Amble East forming a division with
the Warkworth district ward. Under their proposals
the proposed divisions would vary by 10 per cent
and 2 per cent respectively.
The County Council, Alnwick District Council,
councillors Bolam and Rutherford and a number of
the parish councils in and around the Whittingham
district ward argued for the ward to be included
within the proposed Rothbury division instead of
the proposed Longhoughton division. Under the
draft recommendations Longhoughton and
Rothbury divisions would respectively vary by 6
per cent and 10 per cent, but under the alternative
proposals, they would vary by 16 per cent and 13
per cent respectively.
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If the changes put forward were adopted, the
divisions in Alnwick district would remain
coterminous, but we would be moving away from
optimum electoral equality, notably in the
Longhoughton and Rothbury divisions. We are of
the view that, because total coterminosity would be
retained across the district, a relatively good level of
electoral equality would be achieved, and that the
reconfigurations proposed would clearly better reflect
local preferences, we should adopt the proposals put
to us by many respondents at Stage Three.
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We are of the view that the County Council and
District Councils’ proposed configuration of
district wards to form county divisions in the
Amble area is marginally more appropriate than the
Berwick Liberal Democrats’ proposals, and they
appear to have more local support. We therefore
propose that the district wards of Amble Central
and Amble East should form an Amble division
and that the Amble West district ward should be
placed with the Warkworth district ward to form a
revised Warkworth division. We also propose
including the Whittingham district ward within the
Rothbury division instead of the Longhoughton
division. Our other proposals in Alnwick district
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received general support, and we consider that they
should be confirmed as final.
Under our final recommendations, which
would result in coterminosity in all of the seven
divisions, the number of electors would vary by
more than 10 per cent from the average in three
divisions initially, and by four divisions by 2003.
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Berwick-upon-Tweed borough
Under the current arrangements, Berwickupon-Tweed borough is represented by six county
councillors serving six divisions: Bamburgh,
Berwick North, Berwick South, Crookham,
Norham & Islandshire and Wooler. There is a high
degree of electoral imbalance in some of these
divisions, with the number of electors represented
by each councillor in three of the six divisions
varying by more than 20 per cent from the average
for the county. Indeed, the Crookham division,
with 1,854 electors, is over-represented by 50 per
cent while the Berwick South division, with 6,082
electors, is under-represented by 65 per cent.
Overall, however, relative to the size of the
electorate in the rest of the county, the Berwickupon-Tweed area is represented by the appropriate
number of county councillors.
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During Stage One the County Council and the
Conservative & Independent Group both
proposed retaining six county councillors for
Berwick-upon-Tweed borough. Under the
Conservative & Independent Group’s scheme no
proposed division would vary by more than 10 per
cent from the county average number of electors per
councillor initially (assuming a 67-member council
size). Only the proposed Bamburgh division was
forecast to vary by more than 10 per cent by 2003,
at 13 per cent. Under the County Council’s scheme,
two divisions would vary by more than 10 per cent
from the average (but none by more than 20 per
cent) both initially and by 2003.
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There was agreement between the schemes over
proposals for the south of the borough, the
proposed Bamburgh division as referred to above,
and the far north, a proposal for no change to the
present Berwick North division. Given this
consensus, and that the proposed divisions would
achieve a relatively good degree of electoral
equality and be formed from whole borough
wards, we put these proposals forward as part of
our draft recommendations. The unchanged
Berwick North division would comprise the
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(unchanged) borough wards of Edward and
Elizabeth, and would vary by 2 per cent below the
county average number of electors per councillor,
both initially and by 2003. The proposed
Bamburgh division (which was broadly endorsed
by North Sunderland Parish Council) would
comprise the borough wards of Bamburgh,
Beadnell, Belford and North Sunderland and
would vary by 10 per cent above the average
initially, 13 per cent above by 2003.
There was some agreement between the two
main submissions in the rest of the borough, but
also some divergence. While acknowledging that
both the County Council’s and the Conservative &
Independent Group’s proposals would provide
improved levels of electoral equality in the rest of
the borough, we were concerned that the proposals
would not, in some areas, best reflect local
community identities and interests as well as not
secure ideal coterminosity between electoral
divisions and borough wards.
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We were particularly concerned that the
proposals affecting the southern part of Berwick
town and the neighbouring rural area may not be
appropriate. The proposal put forward in both
main submissions, to include the parishes of
Ancroft, Holy Island and Kyloe with the Spittal
borough ward (in Berwick town) would place a
predominantly rural area with part of a relatively
urban one. While we are prepared to put
combinations of rural and urban areas forward as
recommendations where appropriate, we are
cautious about putting forward such proposals
when a clear alternative is available.
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Kyloe Parish Council argued that the parish of
Ord, on the south-western boundary of Berwick
town, should be placed in a new division with part
of the town. This would enable the parishes of
Ancroft, Holy Island and Kyloe to be placed in a
separate, more rural, county division. The parish of
Ord, although extending some distance from the
town of Berwick, contains substantial areas of
housing which are to all intents and purposes part
of Berwick town. A large proportion of the
electorate in Ord parish is therefore closely
associated with electors from the south-western
part of Berwick town.
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While the proposal to include Ord parish in a
predominantly urban division would necessitate
the splitting of the Islandshire borough ward
between two different county divisions, it would,
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in our view, generally better reflect local
community identities and interests, both urban and
rural. Additionally, this would facilitate the creation
of a scheme for the remainder of Berwick-uponTweed borough with a good degree of electoral
equality and achieve a good level of coterminosity.
Indeed, the Islandshire ward would be the only one
in the borough that would be split between
separate county divisions under our draft
recommendations.
We therefore proposed that a Berwick East
division be formed, comprising the borough wards
of Seton and Spittal, and that a Berwick West
division be formed, comprising the borough wards
of Prior and Shielfield together with the parish of
Ord. The two divisions would initially vary from
the county average number of electors per
councillor by 9 per cent above and 10 per cent
below respectively, improving to 6 per cent above
and 4 per cent below by 2003.
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In the remainder of the borough, we proposed
two further divisions which secured good levels of
electoral equality but which would be relatively
large in size. The Wooler division would comprise
the borough wards of Cheviot, Flodden, Lowick
and Wooler and would vary by 8 per cent above the
county average number of electors per councillor,
improving marginally to 6 per cent by 2003. The
Rural North division would comprise the borough
wards of Ford and Norhamshire, together with the
parishes of Ancroft, Holy Island and Kyloe and
would vary by 6 per cent below the county average,
both initially and by 2003.
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Our draft recommendations secured good levels
of electoral equality and, in our view, generally
reflected the identities and interests of local
communities and secure effective and convenient
local government. Three of the six divisions would
cover a relatively ‘urban’ population while the other
three would cover the more rural parts of the
borough. The number of electors represented by
each of the six county councillors in Berwick-uponTweed borough would vary by 10 per cent or less
from the county average initially, with only the
proposed Bamburgh division projected to be above
10 per cent by 2003. Only one borough ward,
Islandshire, would be split between county
divisions. We acknowledged that two of the
proposed divisions, Rural North and Wooler, would
cover relatively large geographic areas, however, we
believed that, overall, our proposals struck the best
balance of the criteria guiding our work.
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At Stage Three, the County Council supported
“Ord Parish Council’s wish to retain their rural
identity”. The Conservative & Independent Group
contended that the “weakness” in the draft
recommendations for the area was the creation of
the two large geographical divisions of Rural
North and Wooler. The Berwick-upon-Tweed
Constituency Liberal Democrats proposed moving
away from coterminosity in the proposed Rural
North and Wooler divisions. The parishes of
Bowsden, Lowick and Middleton would be
transferred from Wooler to the proposed Rural
North division, and the parishes of Milfield, Ewart
and Doddington would be transferred from the
Rural North to the Wooler division. The Liberal
Democrats also suggested that the proposed ‘Rural
North’ division be renamed ‘Norham and
Islandshires (with Ford and Lowick)’. It further
contended that the proposed Berwick West division
(including Ord parish) should reflect “Ord’s
historical independence from Berwick” and
proposed an alternative division name of ‘Berwick
West with Ord’.
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Alan Beith MP fully supported the Berwickupon-Tweed Constituency Liberal Democrats
submission regarding Berwick-upon-Tweed. The
Borough Council and Councillors Ferguson and
Scott-Weightman also supported the alternative
proposals regarding the re-configuration of the
parishes in the Rural North and Wooler divisions.
The Council also suggested that the proposed
‘Rural North’ division be renamed ‘Norham and
Islandshires (with Ford and Lowick)’. It contended
that “this is a historical designation with which
people are more likely to identify than the relatively
characterless (and meaningless) Rural North.”
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Councillor Lockie stated a preference for the
proposed division based on Wooler to include Ford
ward instead of Lowick ward for community reasons
and for it to be renamed Glendale, as it is “well
known and used locally”. He acknowledged that this
would have an adverse affect on the initial level of
electoral equality, but believed this would improve
under the projected electorate figures. He concluded
by commenting on proposed division names.
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Lowick Parish Council contended that the
existing (Norham & Islandshire) division should
not be expanded in order to improve electoral
equality, as it already covers a large geographic area.
It also suggested retaining the division name of
Norham & Islandshire, a view also supported by
the parish councils of Ancroft, Norham and Ord,
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while Holy Island Parish Council proposed the
alternative division name of ‘Islandshire & Rural
North’. Ord Parish Council also wished to retain its
existing county division arrangements and was
opposed to being placed in a new division with the
Berwick town wards of Prior and Shielfield.
The majority of representations received
proposed a re-configuration of the parishes in
the proposed Rural North and Wooler divisions.
The proposal, which was supported by the
Borough Council, Berwick-upon-Tweed Constituency
Liberal Democrats, Alan Beith MP, local councillors
and some parish councils, would result in moving
away from coterminosity in this area. Under our
draft recommendations the proposed coterminous
divisions of Rural North and Wooler would both
vary from the average number of electors per
councillor by 6 per cent. However, the respondents
contended that the alternative proposal would better
reflect the community identities of the area, in
addition to improving the level of electoral equality,
with both wards varying by no more than 5 per cent
from the county average.
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We have considered this proposal very carefully
as, if we were to recommend the change, it would
result in us proposing three non-coterminous
divisions (out of six) in Berwick-upon-Tweed
borough. We are sensitive to community identity
arguments raised by respondents but we also place
a high value on securing coterminosity. It can be a
fine balance. We are of the view that, in this case, it
is correct to move away from coterminosity given
the arguments put to us and we broadly accept the
alternative proposal put to us regarding the
divisions of Rural North and Wooler. However, in
the interests of effective and convenient local
government, we propose a slight modification to
the local proposal, affecting less than 100 electors,
so that the whole of the district ward of Lowick
(including the Hetton parish ward of Chatton
parish) is retained within a single electoral division.
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We therefore propose transferring the parishes
of Doddington, Ewart and Milfield from Rural
North to Wooler division, and the parishes of
Bowsden, Lowick and Middleton plus the Hetton
parish ward of Chatton parish, from Wooler to
Rural North division. We also recognise the strong
opposition to the proposed division name of Rural
North and, taking account of the representations
received, propose renaming the revised division
Norham & Islandshire, the present division name
in this part of the borough.
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Ord Parish Council continued to state a
preference for the parish to remain in a division
with the neighbouring rural parishes, and not form
part of Berwick West division. However, this
would have an adverse affect on electoral equality
in the town of Berwick, and a knock-on effect on
the remainder of the borough. We are of the view
that, although much of the land area of Ord parish
is rural, the majority of its population reside in
what is effectively a suburb of Berwick town. Given
this, we believe, on balance, that our draft
recommendations for this part of the borough
remain the best available and satisfy the criteria
guiding our work. However, we acknowledge the
parish council’s desire to retain its identity and
therefore propose an alternative division name. We
propose adopting the Liberal Democrats’
suggestion, and to name the division ‘Berwick West
with Ord’. The remainder of our proposals in the
borough were generally accepted and we are
confirming them as final.
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Under our final recommendations, which
would result in coterminosity in three of the six
divisions, the number of electors would vary by
more than 10 per cent from the average in three
divisions initially, and by one division by 2003.
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Blyth Valley borough
Blyth Valley borough, located in the southeastern corner of Northumberland, is the county’s
most populous borough and is presently
represented by 17 county councillors. The main
towns in the borough, Blyth and Cramlington,
respectively return eight and five county
councillors. The other four are elected from the
settlements (and divisions) of Hartley, Holywell,
Seaton Delaval and Seghill. Blyth Valley is entirely
unparished.
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The most under-represented division in the
county is that of Parkside, in Cramlington, which is
under-represented by 136 per cent (i.e. it contains
more than double the county average number of
electors per councillor). The Wensleydale division
in Blyth town is also considerably underrepresented, by 69 per cent. Both these divisions
contain areas of relatively new housing, much of it
built since the last electoral review was conducted.
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However, 12 of the current 17 divisions in the
borough are over-represented, six of them by more
than 20 per cent and three by more than 30 per
cent. Overall, the large amounts of under-
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representation in the Parkside and Wensleydale
divisions balance the total amount of overrepresentation in the majority of the other
divisions, such that Blyth Valley is correctly
represented on the County Council at present with
17 county councillors out of 66.
During Stage One, the County Council
proposed that there should be 18 divisions, an
increase of one, while the Blyth Valley Liberal
Democrats proposed a 19-division scheme, an
increase of two. At draft recommendation stage, we
decided that Northumberland County Council
should in future be represented by 67 councillors,
an overall increase of one. On that basis, Blyth
Valley borough is entitled to 17 county councillors.
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118 Given our view that there should be 17 county
divisions in Blyth Valley and that the County
Council’s proposals were closer to this figure than
those of the Liberal Democrats, we examined the
County Council’s scheme to ascertain whether the
over-representation inherent in its proposals could
be isolated to a specific part of the borough. The
most over-represented division under its scheme was
the proposed Seghill division, with 34 per cent fewer
electors by 2003 (under the Council’s proposed 69member scheme) than the county average. Proposed
neighbouring divisions of Holywell and Seaton
Delaval would also be considerably over-represented
by 2003 under the Council’s scheme, by 19 per cent
and 16 per cent respectively. It therefore appeared
that the additional councillor under the Council’s
scheme for Blyth Valley was allocated to this part of
the borough.

The Council’s proposals in the rest of Blyth
Valley gave reasonable electoral equality but were
not as good in terms of utilising whole borough
wards to form county divisions. However, we
accepted that coterminosity is particularly difficult
to achieve in Blyth Valley. The borough has an
equal number of three-member and two-member
borough wards (ten of each). The three-member
wards contain approximately the correct number of
electors for a county division, but the two-member
wards present something of a challenge: each on its
own is around 30 per cent too small to be a county
division while two combined are around 30 per
cent too large.
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Coupled to that is the problem of the physical
position of the wards in Blyth Valley. The ten twomember wards between them merit approximately
seven county councillors under our scheme but
they do not form a contiguous area. For example,
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the two-member Holywell and Seghill wards share
boundaries with each other but otherwise only
with three-member wards, while the two-member
Isabella ward in Blyth town is isolated from other
two-member wards: it shares boundaries only with
three-member wards. We therefore accepted that
the level of coterminosity in Blyth Valley is unlikely
to be particularly high.
The Council’s scheme for Blyth town and
Cramlington generally proposed using identifiable
boundaries and would secure reasonable levels of
electoral equality. We therefore based our draft
recommendations on the Council’s proposals in
those areas. The town of Blyth is projected to be
entitled to around 7.3 councillors (on 2003
figures) under our scheme, while Cramlington is
projected to be entitled to around 6.4. As
mentioned above, the Council proposed that Blyth
town be allocated eight councillors and
Cramlington six. Its proposals would therefore
marginally over-represent the town of Blyth and
marginally under-represent Cramlington, but we
believed this was acceptable in order to put forward
a warding pattern which maintains the integrity of
the two towns and has a degree of local support.
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In the town of Blyth, the Council proposed that
a Cowpen division be formed comprising parts of
the borough wards of Cowpen and Isabella; that a
Croft division be formed comprising all the
borough ward of Croft plus a small part of the
borough ward of Cowpen; that an Isabella division
be formed comprising parts of the borough wards
of Plessey and Isabella; and that a Kitty Brewster
division be formed comprising all the borough
ward of Kitty Brewster plus part of the borough
ward of Cowpen. The number of electors in each
of these four divisions would be 5 per cent below,
3 per cent above, 5 per cent below and 11 per cent
below the average respectively (9 per cent, 4 per
cent, 11 per cent and 7 per cent below the average
respectively by 2003).
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Given the reasonable levels of electoral equality
and the good boundaries that would result,
we endorsed these proposals as our draft
recommendations, with one minor modification.
The Council’s proposal to include a very small part
of Cowpen ward (affecting just two electors)
within the Croft division was not supported. No
evidence was submitted in support of this proposal,
which appeared to relate to a minor boundary
anomaly which should possibly have been
addressed as part of the borough council periodic
electoral review of 1996-97. For administrative
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convenience, therefore, we proposed that the Croft
county division be coterminous with the Croft
borough council ward.
A further four county divisions were proposed
by the Council for the town of Blyth. A Newsham
division would be coterminous with the Newsham
borough council ward; a Plessey division would be
formed comprising parts of the borough wards of
Plessey and South Beach; a South Blyth division
would be formed comprising part of the borough
ward of South Beach and all of the borough ward
of South Newsham; and a Wensleydale division
would be formed comprising all of the Wensleydale
borough ward and part of the Plessey borough
ward. The number of electors per councillor in
each of these four divisions would be 4 per cent, 4
per cent, 27 per cent and 6 per cent below the
average respectively (6 per cent, 7 per cent, 16 per
cent and 9 per cent below the average respectively
by 2003).
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Given the reasonable levels of electoral equality
and the good boundaries that would result, we
endorsed these proposals as our draft
recommendations. Although the proposed South
Blyth division would initially be over-represented
by 27 per cent, a projected increase in electorate
would result in the division improving to 16 per
cent below the average by 2003. Although still not
an ideal level of electoral equality, we were prepared
to accept such an imbalance in this case as a strong
boundary (along Amersham Road) would be
secured between the division and the neighbouring
Plessey division. In addition, the proposed Plessey
division would also be over-represented, meaning
that if more electors were placed in the South
Beach division (thereby improving electoral
equality there) the effect would be to worsen the
level of electoral equality in the Plessey division.
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As stated above, we concurred with the
Council’s proposal that the town of Cramlington
be represented by six divisions. In the south of the
town it proposed that each of the borough wards of
East, South East and Village form a county
division. The number of electors in each of these
proposed county divisions would be 13 per cent
above the average, almost equal to the average and
3 per cent above it, (7 per cent above, 2 per cent
below and 1 per cent below by 2003). Given the
reasonable levels of electoral equality that would
result and the fact that these divisions would be
coterminous with borough wards, we endorsed
these proposals as our draft recommendations.
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The Council proposed a further three divisions
for the northern part of Cramlington. It proposed
a Cramlington Eastfield division which would be
formed from parts of the borough wards of
Eastfield with East Hartford and Parkside; a
Cramlington North division which would be
formed from the majority of the borough ward of
the same name plus part of the Parkside borough
ward; and a Cramlington West division which
would be formed from all of the borough ward of
the same name plus parts of the borough wards of
Eastfield with East Hartford, North and Parkside.
Under a 67-member council size, the number of
electors in each of the three divisions would be 12
per cent above, 6 per cent below and 2 per cent
above the average respectively (10 per cent, 15 per
cent and 12 per cent above by 2003).
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We generally concurred with the Council’s
proposals, given the reasonable level of electoral
equality and the generally good boundaries that
they would provide. However, we proposed one
modification in order to secure more effective and
convenient local government. The Council’s
proposed Cramlington North division would
include all but 261 electors from the borough ward
of the same name, plus 371 electors from the
Parkside ward. In the interests of effective and
convenient local government we proposed that the
Cramlington North electoral division should be
coterminous with the borough ward of the same
name and that the 371 electors from the northwestern part of Parkside ward should be included
in the proposed Cramlington West division.
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This modification would result in the
Cramlington North division varying by 9 per cent
below the county average initially and the
Cramlington West division by 5 per cent above it.
However, projected growth in both areas would
result in the divisions respectively varying by 12 per
cent and 15 per cent above the average by 2003, a
similar level of electoral equality to that attained
under the Council’s proposals.
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In the remaining part of Blyth Valley borough,
we proposed the creation of a further three county
divisions. The Hartley borough ward would form a
county division, and vary by 9 per cent above the
county average initially, 3 per cent above by 2003.
We also proposed that two new divisions be
formed from the three borough wards of Holywell,
Seaton Delaval and Seghill. The most obvious way
of forming two divisions, in our view, was to divide
the Seaton Delaval borough ward and place part
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with the Seghill borough ward and part with the
Holywell borough ward.
We considered whether the A190 road (Avenue
Road), which runs through the centre of Seaton
Delaval, would form an appropriate boundary
between the two divisions for this area. However,
while the Seghill division would vary by 8 per cent
above the average (6 per cent by 2003), the
Holywell division would be substantially underrepresented, varying by 21 per cent above the
average (18 per cent by 2003).
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Therefore, to secure an improved level of
electoral equality, we proposed that 236 electors
from an area to the south-east of Avenue Road (an
area around Park Road) be included in the
proposed Seghill division, together with those
electors in Seaton Delaval ward who are to the
north-west of Avenue Road plus the whole of the
Seghill borough ward. The remaining part of the
Seaton Delaval borough ward that lies to the
south-east of Avenue Road would be included in
the proposed Holywell division along with the
whole of the Holywell borough ward. The number
of electors in both the proposed Holywell and
Seghill divisions would be 14 per cent above the
county average initially, 12 per cent by 2003.
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Overall in Blyth Valley borough, 11 of our
proposed 17 divisions would vary by no more than
10 per cent from the county average by 2003 and
the remaining six divisions would vary by no more
than 20 per cent. Although only seven of the
divisions would be formed from whole borough
wards, we were of the view that a relatively poor
level of coterminosity is almost inevitable in Blyth
Valley under a 67-member council size, and good
boundaries were generally proposed where it was
necessary to divide borough wards.
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During Stage Three, the Conservative &
Independent Group fully supported our
recommendations for the Blyth Valley area. Blyth
Valley Borough Council generally accepted our
draft recommendations because “they provide a
better electoral balance” than the present situation.
However, the Borough Council was concerned
about our proposal to create two divisions in the
Seaton Valley area from the borough wards of
Holywell, Seaton Delaval and Seghill, preferring
that each borough ward had its own county
councillor. This view was supported by the County
Council, and with regards to Seaton Delaval by one
local resident.

Blyth Valley Liberal Democrats made no
comment on the Seaton Valley part of the district
or in respect of the proposed divisions of Cowpen,
Isabella and Kitty Brewster in Blyth. However, it
put forward alternative warding arrangements for
the rest of Blyth (in particular the district wards of
South Beach, South Newsham, Wensleydale,
Plessey and, to a lesser extent, Croft), and for all
the district wards in Cramlington. County
Councillor Harvey, representing Blyth Valley
Seghill division, forwarded a 139 signature petition
from residents of Seghill opposing our
recommendation to create a revised Seghill division
by combining part of the town of Seaton Delaval
with Seghill.
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Our proposals for the Blyth Valley area, which
built on those of the County Council, have
generally been supported. However, Blyth Valley
Borough Council and the County Council argued
for three divisions to cover the borough wards of
Holywell, Seaton Delaval and Seghill. This
proposal was discussed at length in the draft
recommendations report. We explained that this
area as a whole merits nearer to two than three
councillors, and if the proposal for three councillors
were to be adopted, it would have an adverse and
unacceptable effect on electoral equality.
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We acknowledge the community identity
arguments raised by respondents, but remain of the
view that the level of electoral inequality that
would result if we moved away from our draft
recommendations in this area would be
unacceptably high. Additionally, the allocation of
an additional county councillor for this part of
Blyth Valley would over-represent the borough on
the County Council, unless substantial changes to
the draft proposals were made elsewhere in the
borough. We therefore confirm our draft proposals
for revised Holywell and Seghill divisions as final.
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The Blyth Valley Liberal Democrats proposed
some alternative configurations, particularly in the
Cramlington area, which have some merit:
electoral equality would be broadly similar to our
draft proposals, although coterminosity with
borough wards would be relatively poor. However,
given the broad support of the County Council and
Blyth Valley Borough Council for the draft
recommendations, we do not propose adopting the
Blyth Valley Liberal Democrats’ proposals as we are
of the view that they would not substantially
improve on our draft recommendations. We are
therefore confirming our draft recommendations
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for the remainder of the Blyth Valley area as final
(please see maps A1-A4 in Appendix A).
Under our final recommendations, which
would result in coterminosity in seven of the 17
divisions, the number of electors would vary by
more than 10 per cent from the average in six
divisions, both initially, and by 2003.
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Castle Morpeth borough
Castle Morpeth borough is presently
represented by 11 county councillors serving the
divisions of Heddon-on-the-Wall, Longhirst,
Lynemouth, Morpeth North, Morpeth South,
Morpeth Stobhill, Netherwitton, Ponteland East,
Ponteland West, Stannington and Widdrington.
There is a substantial degree of electoral imbalance
across the borough, with the number of electors
represented by each councillor varying by more
than 20 per cent from the average from the county
in eight of the divisions. The worst current
imbalance is in the Ponteland East division, which
is under-represented by 38 per cent. However the
borough is correctly represented overall at present,
with 11 county councillors out of 66.
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During Stage One we received borough-wide
proposals from the County Council and the
Conservative & Independent Group, as well as
representations from Capheaton Parish Council,
Morpeth Town Council and Ponteland Parish
Council. The two borough-wide submissions
agreed that the borough should retain 11 county
councillors. Given Castle Morpeth’s share of the
total county electorate, we concurred with this
proposal. Both schemes, particularly that of the
Conservative & Independent Group, included
proposals which would be generally good in terms
of electoral equality, but both schemes were notably
poorer in relation to coterminosity.
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In relation to securing coterminosity, the
problem in Castle Morpeth is similar to that in
Blyth Valley, as described earlier. Of the 20
borough wards in Castle Morpeth, 13 are twomember while the remaining seven are singlemember. In terms of electorate, a two-member
borough ward is around 30 per cent too small to be
a county division under our proposed 67-member
scheme, while two two-member borough wards
combined would be around 30 per cent too large.
While in theory it is possible to place the seven
single-member wards with seven two-member
wards to produce seven coterminous county
divisions which would have reasonable levels of
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electoral equality, there would still need to be four
other county divisions created (to give the borough
its correct entitlement) from the remaining six twomember borough wards.
It is partly for this reason that the two boroughwide schemes would not have secured a good level
of coterminosity. Nevertheless, given our view that
the primary aim of an electoral review is to achieve
a good level of electoral equality, having regard to
local circumstances, we were cautious about any
proposals which moved away from optimum
electoral equality. However, we recognise that
forming county divisions from whole borough
council wards is highly desirable, where it is
consistent with our objective of electoral equality.
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We therefore proposed a scheme for Castle
Morpeth which would secure a generally good level
of electoral equality (but not as good as under the
Conservative & Independent Group’s scheme) and
which would also achieve a considerably better
level of coterminosity than was proposed in the
two borough-wide schemes. All proposed
divisions, except some of those for Morpeth town,
would secure coterminosity under our proposals.
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In the south of the borough we proposed that
the parish (town) of Ponteland, which is divided
into four two-member borough wards, form the
basis of four divisions, together with the more rural
surrounding area. A Ponteland South division
would be formed from the borough ward of the
same name together with the borough ward of
Heddon-on-the-Wall. A Ponteland West division
would be formed from the borough ward of the
same name together with the borough ward of
Stamfordham. Both these proposed divisions
would vary by 4 per cent or less from the county
average, both initially and by 2003. We also
proposed that a new Ponteland East division be
formed from the Ponteland East borough ward and
the Stannington borough ward; the division would
vary by 5 per cent above the county average initially,
improving marginally to 3 per cent by 2003.
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In order to achieve both a good level of
electoral equality and coterminosity in this part of
the borough, we built upon the Conservative &
Independent Group’s suggestion for a fourth
division in this southern part of Castle Morpeth.
We proposed that a new Ponteland North division
be formed from a combination of the borough
ward of the same name plus the Hartburn borough
ward. Under our scheme the number of electors in
the division would be 1 per cent below the county
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average, both initially and by 2003. In putting
forward this proposal, we acknowledged that the
Hartburn borough ward is the largest in terms of
area in Castle Morpeth and, unlike Ponteland, is
entirely rural in outlook. We also acknowledged
that its northern parts, particularly the parishes of
Netherwitton, Hartburn and Meldon, look
towards the town of Morpeth for services and have
relatively few connections with Ponteland.
Nevertheless, we believed that the advantages
which would result from our proposal, in terms of
electoral equality and coterminosity, marginally
outweighed the disadvantages in terms of
community identities and interests.
In the rest of the borough, our proposals were
affected to a large extent by the warding pattern in
the town of Morpeth. The town has five twomember borough council wards and, as mentioned
above, two-member borough council wards in
Castle Morpeth are generally the wrong size to
form acceptable county divisions, either singly or
in combination. During Stage One, Morpeth Town
Council stated that, where practicable, the county
divisions for Morpeth should reflect the borough
council ward boundaries. However, it is impossible
to achieve good levels of electoral equality in
tandem with total coterminosity in Morpeth town,
under a 67-member council scheme.
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We received proposals from both the County
Council and the Conservative & Independent
Group during Stage One, which achieved varying
degrees of electoral equality and no coterminosity
between district wards and county divisions. The
Conservative & Independent Group’s proposals for
Morpeth had considerable merit in terms of
electoral equality and would also be relatively
convenient administratively in that, where borough
wards were proposed to be split in the town (i.e. in
the Morpeth North and Morpeth South district
wards), whole polling districts were utilised. The
County Council’s proposals in Morpeth were not
as strong in terms of electoral equality, although its
proposed boundaries within the town were
relatively clear.
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We decided to propose draft recommendations
for the town which built upon elements of both
borough-wide schemes. We also took into account
the limited options for county divisions outside
Morpeth, in the northern part of the borough.
Additionally, our draft recommendations took
account of the consequential effect that splitting
borough wards would have on Morpeth
Town Council’s electoral arrangements. While
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acknowledging that our proposals were not as
good as those of the Conservative & Independent
Group in terms of electoral equality, our proposals
resulted in only one borough ward (Morpeth
Central) being divided between county divisions,
and the level of electoral equality attained overall
was reasonable.
We proposed combining the Morpeth Kirkhill
and Morpeth South borough wards to form a
county division, which we proposed naming
Morpeth Kirkhill. Under our scheme, the division
would be somewhat under-represented, varying by
22 per cent above the county average initially and
21 per cent above by 2003. Indeed, the division
was the only one in Northumberland which, under
our scheme, was projected to vary by more than 20
per cent from the average by 2003. We
acknowledged that such a degree of underrepresentation is not ideal, but we were of the view
that, taking all factors into account, our proposals
overall for Morpeth were appropriate.
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We proposed dividing the Morpeth Central
borough ward into three and placing its constituent
parts with neighbouring whole borough wards to
form three county divisions. A Morpeth North
county division would be formed from the
borough ward of the same name together with one
part of Morpeth Central borough ward; a Morpeth
Stobhill county division would be formed from the
borough ward of the same name together with a
further part of Morpeth Central borough ward;
and a Pegswood county division would be formed
from the borough ward of the same name together
with the remaining part of Morpeth Central
borough ward. Under our proposals, the number
of electors in each of our proposed Morpeth North,
Morpeth Stobhill and Pegswood county divisions
would be 6 per cent, 9 per cent and 14 per cent
below the county average respectively, projected to
be 3 per cent, 6 per cent and 3 per cent below the
average by 2003.
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In the predominantly rural areas of the northern
part of Castle Morpeth borough, we proposed
three further county divisions, all of which would
be formed from combinations of whole borough
council wards. Both the County Council and the
Conservative & Independent Group proposed that
the borough wards of Ellington and Lynemouth
should together form a county division named
Lynemouth. Given that such a division would
secure coterminosity and would have a good level
of electoral equality (varying by 3 per cent above
the average initially and equalling it by 2003), we
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endorsed this proposal as part of our draft
recommendations.
In the north-eastern part of Castle Morpeth, we
proposed that the borough ward of Chevington
form a county division with the neighbouring
borough ward of Longhorsley. The division,
which we proposed naming Chevington with
Longhorsley, would vary by 11 per cent below the
county average initially, 14 per cent by 2003.
Although this would not be an ideal level of
electoral equality, we believed that such a proposal
was appropriate as part of our overall scheme for
Castle Morpeth.
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Finally in Castle Morpeth, we proposed placing
the borough wards of Hebron, Hepscott &
Mitford and Ulgham together to form a county
division, which we proposed naming Ulgham. The
division would vary by 4 per cent above the
average number of electors, both initially and by
2003. We accepted that a number of different
communities would be contained within this
division, but we concluded that this proposal was
appropriate, given that it facilitated our overall
scheme for Castle Morpeth, gave good electoral
equality and was coterminous with borough wards.
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Overall, our proposals for Castle Morpeth
borough secured good levels of electoral equality,
eight of the proposed 11 divisions would initially
vary by no more than 10 per cent from the county
average number of electors, improving to nine
divisions by 2003. All divisions outside the
Morpeth town area would secure coterminosity,
and the only borough ward under our scheme that
would be split would be Morpeth Central. While
acknowledging that satisfying all the competing
criteria was particularly difficult in Castle Morpeth
borough under a 67-member council size, given
the pattern of borough wards, we believed that our
draft recommendations represented a good balance
of the competing criteria governing this review.
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During Stage Three our proposals generally
received support from the Conservative &
Independent Group in relation to the Ponteland
area and the town of Morpeth, although it stated
that it would have preferred its own proposals for
Morpeth town which, it contended, provided
for better levels of electoral equality. However, its
main concern was the proposed Ulgham and
Chevington & Longhorsley divisions, which it
believed combined communities with no shared
identity. The County Council acknowledged that
our proposals would provide a high degree of

156

30

L O C A L

G O V E R N M E N T

coterminosity but argued that this was at the
expense of community identity, and invited us to
re-examine its Stage One submission. The Berwickupon-Tweed Constituency Liberal Democrats
stated that they did not oppose the draft
recommendations in the area of the borough
covered by the constituency boundary.
Castle Morpeth Borough Council proposed
that the parish of Netherwitton be removed from
the proposed Ponteland North division and be
included in the Longhorsley division. It also
proposed removing the parishes of Hepscott and
Mitford from the Ulgham division and including
instead the parish of Longhirst. With regard to the
town area, the Borough Council supported the
inclusion of Pegswood parish within a Morpethbased division and also supported our proposed
Morpeth North division; however it proposed
alternative warding arrangements for the southern
part of the town.
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Councillor Sanderson, representing the
Netherwitton division, opposed the suggested
Longhorsley division and supported the amended
proposals suggested by the Conservative &
Independent Group. Under its scheme, the
alternative Longhorsley division would comprise
the borough wards of Hebron, Hepscott &
Mitford and Longhorsley, the parish ward of West
Chevington and the parishes of Longhirst,
Netherwitton, Ulgham, Hartburn, Meldon and
Wallington Demesne. Longhorsley Parish Council
stated that it was “unacceptable” for the parish to
be placed in a division with Chevington.
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Morpeth Town Council supported the County
Council’s proposals for Morpeth, and enclosed a
229 signature petition signed by “the majority of
the electorate in the Middle Greens area of
Morpeth” opposing any “amalgamation” with the
parish of Pegswood. Longhirst Parish Council had
no desire to be placed in a division with Pegswood,
preferring to form a division with the rural parishes
of Longhorsley, Mitford, Ulgham, Hebron and
Hepscott. Netherwitton Parish Council “strongly
disagreed” with our proposal for the parish to form
part of a Ponteland division, stating that it and the
surrounding parishes had more in common with
Morpeth than with Ponteland.
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Stannington Parish Council was opposed to the
parish forming part of the Ponteland East division.
It proposed instead that the parishes which make
up the existing Stannington division should be
“expanded” to form a new division with the
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appropriate number of electors. Heddon-on-theWall Parish Council opposed the inclusion of the
parish in the Ponteland South division, stating that
it and Ponteland are very distinct communities.
The parish council also disputed the projected
electorate figures, stating that the electorate of
Heddon was likely to increase, not decrease.
Ponteland Parish Council fully supported our draft
recommendations with regards to Ponteland.
Stamfordham Parish Council opposed the
inclusion of the parish in Ponteland West ward, and
suggested an electoral division comprising the areas
of Stamfordham and Heddon-on-the-Wall. The
parish council also opposed the County Council’s
proposal for Belsay, Capheaton and Whalton to
join Stamfordham and Heddon-on-the-Wall in an
electoral division. Wallington Demesne Parish
Council opposed the draft recommendation to
abolish Netherwitton division and to include it in
the proposed Ponteland North division. It stated
that Wallington Demesne associates with Morpeth
and not Ponteland, as Ponteland is further away
and public transport to it is minimal. It contended
that residents would find the distance a hindrance
when dealing with County Council issues.
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was that Heddon-on-the-Wall should form a
division with the neighbouring district ward of
Stamfordham. However, since the Stamfordham
ward only contains 1300 electors a division
comprising solely the district wards of Heddon-onthe-Wall and Stamfordham would be substantially
over-represented. With the addition also of the
Hartburn district ward, which contains 1,300
electors, a division could be formed of an
appropriate size. However, it would cover around a
third of Castle Morpeth district and would result in
coterminosity being lost in Ponteland.
The issues are finely balanced. As stated earlier,
the Conservative & Independent Group and
Ponteland Parish Council supported the draft
recommendations in the Ponteland area while
residents in Heddon-on-the-Wall and other rural
areas opposed them. On balance, we remain of the
view that our draft recommendations are
appropriate. Excellent electoral equality and total
coterminosity (facilitating convenient and effective
local government) would be achieved in this
southern part of Castle Morpeth district, two of the
primary aims of our review.
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We accept that our proposals combine relatively
urban and relatively rural areas within the same
electoral division, and we acknowledge that there
are certain proposed divisions which would include
within them areas with different identities and
interests. While we acknowledge that such
combinations are not always ideal, we believe in
this case that they are appropriate. The proposals in
this southern area of the borough facilitate our
overall scheme for the Castle Morpeth area and, as
mentioned previously, we place a high level of
importance on securing coterminosity, where it is
consistent with our objective of electoral equality.
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The Heddon-on-the-Wall Women’s Institute
supported maintaining the curent electoral links
between the three “settled” village communities of
Heddon-on-the-Wall, Stamfordham and Matfen. It
opposed the inclusion of Heddon in the Ponteland
South division, arguing that Ponteland is “urban
and distant”. It added that Heddon has few
connections with Ponteland, not even a public
transport link. The Heddon Ladies’ Fellowship also
opposed our proposal for Heddon-on-the-Wall to
form part of Ponteland South division, and stated a
preference for Heddon forming a division with
Stamfordham (a 21 signature petition was enclosed).
Thirteen local residents also objected to the draft
recommendation including the parish of Heddonon-the-Wall in the division of Ponteland South.
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We have some sympathy for the respondents
from Heddon-on-the-Wall. The village is clearly a
separate community from Ponteland, and it is located
right in the southernmost part of the district.
However, with an electorate of only around 1,300, it
needs to form a division with another 2,500 or so
electors to achieve reasonable electoral equality.
Given the constraint of the district boundary, and the
absence of other settlements with sufficient electors,
the options are very limited.
164 The strongly expressed views of respondents
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In the northern part of the borough, we note
the comments received in respect of the Morpeth
town area and the surrounding, more rural, area.
We acknowledge that most respondents
(particularly in the rural area) placed a higher
priority on community identities than on either
electoral equality or coterminosity. As stated
previously, we are of the view that an appropriate
balance needs to be struck between the competing
criteria.

167

The proposals for Morpeth directly affect the
neighbouring rural area, since the question as to
whether or not the ward (or only the parish) of
Pegswood should be included in a division with
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part of Morpeth influences the shape of
neighbouring divisions. Given the response to our
draft proposals as outlined above, we are not
convinced that we should alter the draft proposals
in the town, as only one district ward would be
divided, albeit into three, and reasonable electoral
equality would be achieved overall.
There was no consensus between respondents
as to what the final recommendations should be in
Morpeth and we have not been persuaded that any
of the Stage Three proposals better meet the
statutory criteria than our draft proposals. We
therefore confirm our draft recommendations for
the county divisions of Morpeth Kirkhill, Morpeth
North, Morpeth Stobhill and Pegswood as final
(see map A5 for further details). Consequential
proposals in respect of the electoral arrangements
of Morpeth Town Council are outlined at the end
of this chapter.
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Outside Morpeth, in the northern part of the
district, we are also confirming our draft proposals
as final. We acknowledge that the proposed
Ulgham division contains a number of separate
communities within it, and that there was some
opposition to both this division and including the
Longhorsley area in a division with the Chevington
area. However, as the draft proposals produce a
reasonable level of electoral equality and achieve
coterminosity, we do not believe we should move
away from them.

Under the current arrangements, Tynedale
district is represented by 12 county councillors
serving the divisions of Allendale, Bellingham,
Bywell, Corbridge, Haltwhistle, Hexham East,
Hexham West, Humshaugh, Plenmeller, Prudhoe
East, Prudhoe West and Slaley. There is a
substantial degree of electoral imbalance across the
district, with the number of electors represented by
each councillor in five of the divisions varying by
more than 20 per cent from the average from the
county. The worst current imbalance is in the
Hexham West division, which is under-represented
by 44 per cent.
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During Stage One, both the County Council
and the Conservative & Independent Group
proposed that Tynedale be represented by an
additional (thirteenth) county councillor. Under
our 67-member scheme, Tynedale is correctly
represented by 13 county councillors.
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Castle Morpeth borough has proved
particularly challenging during this review, mainly
because of the preponderance of two-member
borough wards and because of a mix of urban and
rural settlement patterns within a relatively small
geographic area. The fact that we have not altered
our draft proposals in the borough does not mean
that we have not considered the responses received
– far from it. Many of them were very informative,
particularly in relation to community identities and
interests. However, we have formed the view that
the draft proposals are an appropriate balance
between all the criteria we need to consider, and, in
our judgement, no better proposals have emerged
for the borough during Stage Three.
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Under our final recommendations, which
would result in coterminosity in eight of the 11
divisions, the number of electors would vary by
more than 10 per cent from the average in three
divisions initially, and improving to two divisions
by 2003.

The County Council’s proposals achieved both
reasonable levels of electoral equality and
reasonable coterminosity in the district. Under its
69-member scheme, nine of the 13 proposed
divisions would initially vary by no more than 10
per cent from the county average (eight divisions
by 2003). Additionally, nine divisions would be
formed from combinations of whole district
council wards. The largest electoral imbalance
would be in the County Council’s proposed
Bellingham division, which would cover the
sparsely populated north of the district, and would
be over-represented by 23 per cent (24 per cent by
2003).
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The Conservative & Independent Group’s
proposals were better in terms of electoral equality
than the County Council’s proposals, but did not
achieve as good a level of coterminosity. Only one
of its proposed thirteen divisions would initially
vary by more than 10 per cent from the county
average (two divisions by 2003) with its proposed
Bellingham division having the largest degree of
electoral imbalance, being over-represented by 16
per cent both initially and by 2003. However, only
six of its proposed 13 divisions would be formed
from whole district council wards.
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172

Tynedale district
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There was broad consensus between the two
district-wide schemes in relation to the south and
east of Tynedale which we endorsed as part of our
draft recommendations. Both proposed some
identical divisions for this area of the district,
although differing names were put forward for two
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of the divisions. The proposals were as follows: an
unchanged Bywell division, comprising the
(unchanged) district wards of East Tynedale,
Ovingham and Wylam; a Corbridge division,
comprising the district ward of the same name plus
that of Sandhoe with Dilston; and a division
comprising the district wards of Allendale, Slaley &
Hexhamshire and South Tynedale. It was proposed
that this latter division should be named ‘South
Tynedale’ by the Conservative & Independent
Group and ‘Allendale & South Tynedale’ by the
Council. Given the dispersed nature of the rural
communities in this area, we proposed that this
division be named South Tynedale.
The district-wide submissions also proposed
two divisions for the town of Prudhoe. Prudhoe
East division would comprise the whole of the
Prudhoe North district ward plus the majority of
the Prudhoe South district ward, while Prudhoe
West division would comprise the district wards of
Prudhoe Castle and Prudhoe West plus the
remaining part of Prudhoe South ward. A division
comprising the district wards of Stocksfield with
Mickley and Broomhaugh & Riding was also
proposed. The Council suggested that such a
division be named ‘Stocksfield’ while the
Conservative & Independent Group proposed
naming it ‘Stocksfield & Broomhaugh’. Given the
constituent communities which make up this
proposed division, we proposed that it be named as
Stocksfield & Broomhaugh.
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Under our proposed 67-member council size,
the number of electors in the Bywell, Corbridge
and South Tynedale divisions would be 1 per cent
above, 4 per cent below and 3 per cent above the
county average respectively, (equal to the average,
2 per cent below and 3 per cent above by 2003). In
the Prudhoe East, Prudhoe West and Stocksfield &
Broomhaugh divisions, the number of electors
would be 7 per cent above, 4 per cent below and 9
per cent above the average respectively (6 per cent,
8 per cent and 7 per cent above by 2003).
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examined the proposals submitted as, although the
level of electoral equality achieved would be
reasonable, coterminosity would not be attained.
The proposal to split the Prudhoe South district
ward and place 400 electors with the Prudhoe West
division and 1,621 electors with the Prudhoe East
division would have produced good levels of
electoral equality in the town, with neither
proposed division varying by more than 8 per cent
from the county average either initially or by 2003,
assuming a 67-member council size. However, we
were concerned that splitting the Prudhoe South
district ward between two electoral divisions may
not facilitate convenient and effective local
government for the town’s electorate, particularly
as a reasonable alternative is available.
We explained in our draft recommendations
that if the whole of the Prudhoe South district
ward (i.e. all 2,021 electors) rather than just part of
it were placed in the proposed Prudhoe East
division, coterminosity would be achieved in the
town, but at the expense of a poorer level of
electoral equality. The revised Prudhoe West
division would initially be over-represented by 15
per cent but, due to projected growth, would vary
by just 3 per cent below the county average by
2003. However, the revised Prudhoe East division
would be under-represented by 18 per cent initially
and 17 per cent by 2003.
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We stated earlier in this report that we regard
the achievement of electoral equality as the primary
aim of our electoral review work. We also stated
that, in county council electoral reviews, we regard
the achievement of coterminosity between district
wards and county divisions as highly desirable. In
Prudhoe the options were fairly clear: either we
could put forward proposals which achieved a
good level of electoral equality but did not achieve
coterminosity, or we could propose a scheme which
was marginally worse in terms of electoral equality
but which achieved coterminosity.
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On balance, we were of the view that we
should support the concept of coterminosity in
Prudhoe, given that the resultant levels of electoral
equality, while not ideal, were still reasonable.
We therefore proposed that the Prudhoe West
county division comprise the district wards
of Prudhoe Castle and Prudhoe West and that
the Prudhoe East County division comprise
the district wards of Prudhoe North and
Prudhoe South.
185 In the remaining parts of Tynedale, differing
184

We agreed with the proposals of the County
Council and the Conservative & Independent
Group regarding the Bywell, Corbridge,
Stocksfield & Broomhaugh and South Tynedale
divisions. A good level of electoral equality would
be achieved and each of these divisions would be
formed from whole district council wards. We
therefore put these proposals forward as part of our
draft recommendations.
181 However, in the town of Prudhoe, we further
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proposals were put to us. In the rural northern part
of the district, the Council proposed that the
Bellingham division comprise the district wards of
Bellingham, Redesdale and Upper North Tyne,
together with part of the district ward of Wanney
(the parish of Corsenside). It further proposed that
a Humshaugh division comprise the district wards
of Chollerton with Whittington, Humshaugh &
Wall and Wark, together with the remainder of the
Wanney district ward (the parishes of Bavington
and Kirkwhelpington). The Conservative &
Independent Group proposed alternatively that the
Bellingham division comprise the district wards of
Bellingham, Redesdale and Upper North Tyne,
together with the whole of the district ward of
Wanney. This proposal had a knock-on effect on its
proposed Humshaugh division, and indeed on its
proposals in Hexham.
The Council’s proposed Bellingham division
would, as described above, vary by more than 20 per
cent from the average number of electors per
councillor, both initially and by 2003. The
Conservative & Independent Group’s proposed
division would have a better level of electoral
equality, although still by no means ideal, varying by
16 per cent below the average both initially and by
2003. Additionally, the Conservative & Independent
Group’s proposed Bellingham division would be
coterminous with district council wards while the
Council’s proposed division would not.
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In considering the proposals for this part
of Tynedale we considered the fact that the
area is particularly sparsely populated, even by
Northumberland standards, and that to achieve
even a reasonable level of electoral equality under a
67-member scheme involves the creation of a large
division in terms of area. Indeed Bellingham Parish
Council alluded to the sparsity of people in this
area in its Stage One submission. However,
although the Conservative & Independent Group’s
proposed Bellingham division would be larger in
terms of area than that proposed by the County
Council, we were of the view that we should put
forward the former’s proposal, which would result
in both a better level of electoral equality and
would achieve coterminosity. We therefore
proposed a Bellingham division comprising the
four district wards of Bellingham, Redesdale,
Upper North Tyne and Wanney.
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This proposal had a knock-on effect on our
proposals elsewhere in northern and central
Tynedale. The Conservative & Independent Group
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proposed that a Humshaugh division be established,
covering the district wards of Chollerton with
Whittington, Humshaugh & Wall, Warden &
Newbrough and Wark. Such a division would, in
addition to securing coterminosity, result in a good
level of electoral equality: it would vary from the
county average number of electors per councillor
by 1 per cent, both initially and by 2003. Given
that the Conservative & Independent Group’s
proposed Humshaugh division facilitated our
overall scheme for Tynedale, we endorsed this
proposal as a draft recommendation.
Our proposals in the relatively sparsely
populated north of the district had the effect of
limiting the options for the Hexham town area. As
a result of our proposal to include the Warden &
Newbrough district ward in the Humshaugh
division, the County Council’s proposals for the
town of Hexham were not compatible with our
scheme. The Conservative & Independent Group’s
proposals for Hexham, which would provide
similar levels of electoral equality to the County
Council’s proposals, would not however secure
coterminosity in Hexham, although only one
district ward (Hencotes) would be split, forming
part of three different county divisions.
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As a result of our proposals for the
neighbouring area we considered that, in order to
provide a reasonable degree of electoral equality in
Hexham, we should build on the proposals of the
Conservative & Independent Group, although we
acknowledged that coterminosity in the town
would not be achieved. We concurred with the
Conservative & Independent Group that the
Hencotes district ward should be divided between
three county divisions, although we proposed a
marginally different split of the district ward in
order to further improve electoral equality.
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191 We

proposed the following: that a Hexham
East division be established, comprising the
Priestpopple district ward and the eastern part of
Hencotes ward; that a Hexham West division be
established, comprising the Leazes district ward and
the southern part of Hencotes ward; and that a
Hexham Central with Acomb division be
established, comprising the Acomb and Gilesgate
district wards together with the northern and
western parts of Hencotes ward. The three divisions
would respectively vary below the county average by
10 per cent, 5 per cent and 7 per cent, becoming 8
per cent, 7 per cent and 7 per cent by 2003.
192 In the western area of Tynedale, we received
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proposals for two further county divisions. The
County Council proposed the establishment of a
Haltwhistle division, which would comprise the
district wards of Haltwhistle and West Tynedale,
and a Hadrian with Haydon division, which would
comprise the two district wards of those names.
Assuming a 67-member council size, the number
of electors would vary from the county average by
9 per cent above and 8 per cent below, both
initially and by 2003. The Conservative &
Independent Group put forward proposals which
would result in a better level of electoral equality
but would not secure coterminosity: the district
ward of Hadrian would be split between the two
proposed divisions.
We also received a representation from
Haltwhistle Town Council. It argued that the
town, which forms the Haltwhistle district ward,
should comprise a county division on its own,
which is the situation at present. Under our 67member scheme, such a division would be overrepresented by some 15 per cent, with the
neighbouring, more rural, division in southwestern Tynedale (formed from three district
wards) being under-represented by a similar
amount. Given that we received proposals which
would improve on this level of electoral equality for
both divisions, including one which would also
secure coterminosity, we did not adopt Haltwhistle
Town Council’s proposal.
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The County Council’s proposed divisions in
this area, although not providing as good a level of
electoral equality as the Conservative &
Independent Group’s proposals, would still vary by
less than 10 per cent from the county average. As
the proposals would also provide coterminosity, we
put the County Council’s proposed division
boundaries forward for consultation. Although we
concurred with the proposed name for the
Haltwhistle division, we suggested that the other
division in this area be named Haydon & Hadrian,
to better reflect the predominance of the parish of
Haydon, which contains nearly half the electors in
the proposed division.
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Overall, our proposals for Tynedale district
secured good levels of electoral equality, with ten of
the proposed 13 divisions varying by no more than
10 per cent from the average number of electors
per councillor both initially and by 2003. All
divisions outside the Hexham town area would
secure coterminosity, and the only district ward
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under our scheme that would be split is Hexham
Hencotes.
196 During Stage Three, the Conservative &
Independent Group supported our recommendations
for the Tynedale area while the County Council had
“no particular comments to make” on our proposals.
Wall Parish Council “accepted” our proposals.
Broomhaugh & Riding Parish Council contended
that it would be “better placed with Healey rather
than with Stocksfield and Mickley as [the parish]
looks towards Hexham as a centre whereas
Stocksfield tends to look towards Prudhoe”.
Haltwhistle Town Council proposed that the town
should form a county division on its own, rather than
be placed in a division with neighbouring, more
rural, parishes. Hexham Town Council opposed the
inclusion of Acomb in a division with part of
Hexham town, arguing that they are different types
of community, and are separated by both the A69
road and the River Tyne.

Our proposals have generally been supported,
with the only contentious areas affecting the
towns of Haltwhistle and Hexham. The issue
regarding Haltwhistle was discussed in our draft
recommendations report, where we indicated that
the number of electors in the town was, in our
view, too few for it to form an electoral division, as
this would result in electoral imbalances of
around 15 per cent in both Haltwhistle and
the neighbouring rural division. Our draft
recommendation would secure an improved level
of electoral equality: both Haltwhistle and the
neighbouring Haydon & Hadrian divisions would
vary by less than 10 per cent from the county
average, both initially and by 2003.
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We have noted the comments of Hexham Town
Council, and concur to some extent with the
community identity argument it raises in respect of
Acomb. However, if we were not to include the
parish of Acomb in a division with part of the
town, it would have an adverse affect on electoral
equality and would result in less coterminosity for
the Tynedale area. Given the general support for
our proposals, we are content to confirm our draft
recommendations for the Hexham area (see Map
A6 in Appendix A), and indeed for the rest of
Tynedale, as final. Consequential proposals in
respect of the electoral arrangements of Hexham
Town Council are outlined at the end of this
chapter.
199 Under our final recommendations, which
198
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would result in coterminosity in ten of the 13
divisions, the number of electors would vary by
more than 10 per cent from the average in three
divisions both initially and by 2003.

Wansbeck district
Wansbeck district, located in the south-eastern part
of Northumberland and situated just to the north of
Blyth Valley borough, is presently represented by 14
county councillors. The main towns in the district,
Ashington and Bedlington, respectively return six and
three county councillors. The town of Newbiggin-bythe-Sea elects two county councillors; the other three
in the district are elected from the divisions of
Choppington, Sleekburn and Stakeford. Wansbeck is
entirely unparished.

200

There are significant electoral imbalances within
the district at present, with the number of electors
in six of the 14 divisions (seven in 2003), varying
by at least 20 per cent from the average for the
county. Overall, relative to the size of the electorate
in the rest of the county, the Wansbeck area is overrepresented on the County Council. This has been
caused by the rate of increase in electorate within
Wansbeck over the past two decades being notably
lower than in the other five districts.
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At Stage One the County Council put forward
proposals which would retain 14 county councillors
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remaining parts of Ashington and in Newbigginby-the-Sea, the Council proposed the creation of
six divisions. As discussed above, we are of the view
that the Council’s scheme over-represents this area,
particularly Newbiggin-by-the-Sea, and we
therefore proposed that five (rather than six)
county councillors cover this combined area. We
put forward proposals which we believed would
result in reasonable levels of electoral equality and
which sought to minimise any negative impact on
effective and convenient local government and
community identities, given that there needs to be
a departure from coterminosity in this area.
We proposed that a Newbiggin Central & East
division be formed from the whole of the
Newbiggin East ward and part of the Newbiggin
West ward, that a Seaton with Newbiggin West
division be formed from parts of the Newbiggin
West and Seaton district wards, and that a College
division be formed from the district ward of the
same name plus parts of the Park and Seaton district
wards. These three divisions would respectively vary
from the average by 15 per cent above, 1 per cent
below and 15 per cent above, becoming 8 per cent,
9 per cent and 9 per cent above by 2003.

209

We further proposed that new Ashington
Central and Hirst divisions be established. The
Ashington Central division would comprise all the
Central district ward plus part of the Park district
ward, while the Hirst division would comprise all
the district ward of the same name plus a further
part of the Park district ward. The two divisions
would initially vary by 13 per cent and 17 per cent
above the county average respectively but, due to a
declining electorate in this area, the levels of underrepresentation were projected to reduce to 6 per
cent and 8 per cent by 2003.
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We acknowledged that our proposed Seaton
with Newbiggin West division would include parts
of the towns of Ashington and Newbiggin-by-theSea in the same division, and that such an
arrangement was not ideal. However, we could not
see any alternative; under our proposed council
size, Newbiggin-by-the-Sea merits more than one
county councillor but fewer than two. Given its
geographic position within the district and that the
only town it really shares any community of
interest with is Ashington, it is inevitable that to
secure a reasonable level of electoral equality, parts
of Newbiggin-by-the-Sea and Ashington need to
be combined within the same county division. We
therefore sought to facilitate this by placing the
nearest parts of the two towns within the proposed
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Seaton with Newbiggin West division.
Although the majority of our proposed divisions
in this north-eastern part of Wansbeck would initially
be somewhat under-represented, the degree of underrepresentation is projected to lessen considerably over
the next five years as the electorate in this area
declines, while that in the county as a whole
increases. Overall in Wansbeck, nine of our proposed
13 divisions would initially vary by no more than 10
per cent from the county average. However, by 2003,
all divisions bar one would vary by no more than 10
per cent and none would vary by more than 20 per
cent. Although only six of the divisions would be
formed from whole district wards, a relatively poor
level of coterminosity is almost inevitable in the
towns of Ashington and Newbiggin-by-the-Sea for
the reasons discussed above.
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During Stage Three, the Conservative &
Independent Group and the Wansbeck District
Liberal Democrat Group supported our proposals.
The County Council considered that the identities
and interests of the electorate of Newbiggin-by- theSea should be given greater weight than the desire to
meet electoral equality, and asked us to reconsider its
original submission for the Newbiggin and
Ashington areas. We were also asked to consider
relatively minor boundary changes to the proposed
College, Central and Hirst divisions.
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214 While our proposals received some support, we
note the County Council’s continuing view that we
should accept high levels of over-representation in
the Ashington and Newbiggin-by-the-Sea areas. We
accept that Ashington and Newbiggin are separate
towns with different identities, but our overall
responsibility is to provide the best balance between
securing good electoral equality and reflecting
community identities and interests. We believe we
would be failing in our duty if we proposed the
degree of over-representation which would be
inherent in the County Council’s proposals.

Although the County Council also put forward
some relatively minor boundary changes for the
Ashington area, which would result in comparable
levels of electoral equality to our draft
recommendations, it did not supply convincing
evidence for its assertion that such changes would
better reflect community identities. Given that the
Council’s proposals would result in one further
district ward (College) being divided between
county divisions, we are not putting its suggested
modifications forward. We are therefore
confirming all our draft recommendations for
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electoral divisions in Wansbeck district as final (see
Map A7-A9 in Appendix A and the large map
inserted at the back of this report).

of Doddington, Ewart and Milfield should
form part of the Wooler division, and the
Lowick borough ward should form part of the
neighbouring division in this area, which we
propose renaming Norham & Islandshire. The
proposed Berwick West division should be
renamed Berwick West with Ord.

Under our final recommendations, which would
result in coterminosity in six of the 13 divisions, the
number of electors would vary by more than 10 per
cent from the average in four divisions initially,
improving to just one division by 2003.
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Figure 4 shows the impact of our draft
recommendations on electoral equality, comparing
them with the current arrangements, based on
1998 electorate figures and with forecast
electorates for the year 2003.
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Conclusions
Having considered all the representations and
evidence received in response to our consultation
report, we propose that:
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(a)

there should be an increase in council size from
66 to 67, serving 67 divisions;

(b)

changes should be made to the boundaries of
most (60) of the existing divisions.

As shown in Figure 4, our final
recommendations for Northumberland County
Council would result in a reduction in the number
of divisions with an electoral variance of more than
20 per cent from the county average from 32 to
two. By 2003 only one division is forecast to vary
by more than 20 per cent from the average. Our
final recommendations are set out in more detail in
Figures 1 and 2, in Appendix A, and on the large
map inserted at the back of this report.
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We have decided to substantially endorse our
draft recommendations, subject to the following
amendments:
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(a)

(b)

Final Recommendation

in Alnwick district, the Amble division should
comprise the district wards of Amble Central
and Amble East, the Warkworth division should
comprise the district wards of Amble West and
Warkworth, and the Whittingham district ward
should form part of the Rothbury division
instead of part of the Longhoughton division;

Northumberland County Council should
comprise 67 councillors serving the same
number of divisions, as detailed and named
in Figures 1 and 2 and illustrated in
Appendix A and on the large map inserted at
the back of the report.

in Berwick-upon-Tweed borough, the parishes

Figure 4 :

Comparison of Current and Recommended Electoral Arrangements
1998 electorate
Current
arrangements

Final
recommendations

Current
arrangements

Final
recommendations

66

67

66

67

Average number of electors

3,687

3,632

3,752

3,696

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

48

19

50

17

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

32

2

33

1

Number of councillors/
divisions
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2003 forecast electorate
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Parish and Town Council
Electoral Arrangements
In undertaking reviews of electoral arrangements,
we are required to comply as far as is reasonably
practicable with the provisions set out in Schedule
11 to the 1972 Local Government Act. The
Schedule provides that, if a parish is to be divided
between different county divisions, it must also be
divided into parish wards, so that each parish ward
lies wholly within a single division of the county.
Accordingly, we propose consequential warding
arrangements for the parishes of Hexham and
Morpeth to reflect the proposed county divisions in
those areas.
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The parish of Hexham is currently divided into
four parish wards: Gilesgate, Hencotes, Leazes and
Priestpopple. Each parish ward is also a district
ward. The Gilesgate parish ward is represented by
two parish councillors, while the other three wards
each elect four parish councillors. To reflect the
proposed county divisions in the Hexham area, we
proposed in our draft recommendations that the
Hencotes parish ward be abolished, and be replaced
by three new parish wards to be represented, in total,
by four parish councillors, as now. The other three
parish wards would remain unchanged. We have not
received any evidence to persuade us to move away
from this proposal. We are therefore confirming our
draft recommendations as final.
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council ward and each returns three parish
councillors. To reflect the proposed county
divisions in the Morpeth area, we proposed in our
draft recommendations that Central parish ward be
abolished, and replaced by three new parish wards
to be represented, in total, by three parish
councillors. The other four parish wards would
remain unchanged. We have not received any
evidence to persuade us to move away from this
proposal. We are therefore confirming our draft
recommendations as final.

Final Recommendation
That part of the Morpeth Central parish
ward which lies within the proposed
Morpeth North county division should be
renamed Morpeth Old Town parish ward
and be represented by one parish councillor.
That part of the Morpeth Central parish
ward which lies within the proposed
Morpeth Stobhill county division should be
renamed Morpeth Station parish ward and
be represented by one parish councillor.
That part of the Morpeth Central parish
ward which lies within the proposed
Pegswood county division should be
renamed Morpeth East parish ward and be
represented by one parish councillor.

Final Recommendation
That part of the Hencotes parish ward
which lies within the proposed Hexham
Central with Acomb county division should
be renamed Hexham Central parish ward
and be represented by two parish
councillors. That part of the Hencotes
parish ward which lies within the proposed
Hexham West county division should be
renamed Hexham South parish ward and be
represented by one parish councillor. That
part of the Hencotes parish ward which lies
within the proposed Hexham East county
division should be renamed Hexham
Elvaston parish ward and be represented by
one parish councillor.
The parish of Morpeth is currently divided into
five parish wards: Central, Kirkhill, North, South,
and Stobhill. Each parish ward is also a borough
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6. NEXT STEPS

Having completed our review of electoral
arrangements for Northumberland County
Council and submitted our final recommendations
to the Secretary of State, we have fulfilled our
statutory obligation under the Local Government
Act 1992.

224

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

The following maps illustrate the Commission’s
proposed division boundaries for Northumberland.
Map A1 illustrates the proposed electoral divisions
in the northern part of the town of Blyth, in the
district of Blyth Valley.
Map A2 illustrates the proposed electoral divisions
in the southern part of the town of Blyth, in the
district of Blyth Valley.
Map A3 illustrates the proposed electoral divisions
in the northern part of the town of Cramlington, in
the district of Blyth Valley.
Map A4 illustrates the proposed electoral divisions
of Seghill and Holywell, in the district of Blyth
Valley.
Map A5 illustrates the proposed electoral divisions
in the town of Morpeth, in the district of Castle
Morpeth.
Map A6 illustrates the proposed electoral divisions
in the town of Hexham, in the district of Tynedale.
Map A7 illustrates the proposed electoral divisions
of Choppington and Stakeford in the district of
Wansbeck.
Map A8 illustrates the proposed electoral divisions
in the town of Ashington, in the district of
Wansbeck.
Map A9 illustrates the proposed electoral divisions
in the town of Newbiggin-by-the-Sea and the
eastern part of the town of Ashington, in the
district of Wansbeck.
The large map inserted in the back of the report
illustrates, in outline form, all the Commission’s
proposed electoral divisions for Northumberland,
including constituent district wards and parishes
where applicable.
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Map A1:

Proposed electoral divisions in the northern part of the town of Blyth
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Map A2:

Proposed electoral divisions in the southern part of the town of Blyth
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Map A3:

Proposed electoral divisions in the northern part of the town of Cramlington
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Map A4:

Proposed electoral divisions of Seghill and Holywell
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Map A5:

Proposed electoral divisions in the town of Morpeth
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Map A6:

Proposed electoral divisions in the town of Hexham
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Map A7:

Proposed electoral divisions of Choppington and Stakeford
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Map A8:

Proposed electoral divisions in the town of Ashington
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Map A9:

Proposed electoral divisions in the town of Newbiggin-by-the-Sea and the eastern part of the town
of Ashington

52

L O C A L

G O V E R N M E N T

C O M M I S S I O N

F O R

E N G L A N D

APPENDIX B
Draft Recommendations
for Northumberland
(May 1999)
Our final recommendations, detailed in Figures 1 and
2, differ from those we put forward as draft
recommendations in respect of a number of
divisions, where our draft proposals are set out below.

Figure B1:

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

Constituent district wards

ALNWICK DISTRICT
2

Amble

Amble East; Amble West

4

Longhoughton

Embleton; Hedgeley; Longhoughton with Craster &
Rennington; Whittingham

5

Rothbury

Harbottle & Elsdon; Rothbury & South Rural

7

Warkworth

Amble Central; Warkworth

BERWICK-UPON-TWEED BOROUGH
12

Rural North

Ford; Islandshire (part – the parishes of Ancroft,
Holy Island and Kyloe); Norhamshire

13

Wooler

Cheviot; Flodden; Lowick; Wooler
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Figure B2:

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

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(1998)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2003)

Variance
from
average
%

ALNWICK DISTRICT
2 Amble

1

3,353

-8

3,480

-6

4 Longhoughton

1

3,815

5

3,916

6

5 Rothbury

1

3,278

-10

3,340

-10

7 Warkworth

1

3,542

-2

3,632

-2

BERWICK-UPON-TWEED BOROUGH
12 Rural North

1

3,402

-6

3,461

-6

13 Wooler

1

3,936

8

3,934

6
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Source: Electorate figures are based on Northumberland County Council’s submission.
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