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Wards affected:
General
Strategy Group – 11 April 2019
Community Governance Review 2018/19
Corporate Issues
1.

Purpose of Report

To report the outcome of the second consultation for town and parish councils
under Daventry District Council’s Community Governance Review, and to agree
the final recommendations.
2.

Advice

That
it
be
RECOMMENDED:
That the final recommendations set out in Appendix 1 of this
report be approved and that delegated authority be granted
to the Executive Director (Resources) to make and publish a
consequential reorganisation order.
3.

Introduction

3.1

A Community Governance Review (CGR) is the process for making
changes to parishes in a principal council area. Changes that can be
made include: creating, merging or abolishing parishes; changing the
boundaries between parishes; changing the style or name of a parish; and
changing the number of councillors for a parish.

3.2

In May 2018 Council approved the Terms of Reference for a Community
Governance Review of Daventry District, to examine existing parish
governance arrangements and make final recommendations for any
appropriate changes.

3.3

A Community Governance Review Working Group was established.
Members on the Working Group are Councillors Chantler, Cribbin, Lomax,
Parker, Randall and Shephard. The Working group is chaired by the
Governance & HR Manager and facilitated by the Principal Elections
Officer;

3.4

Representations were invited to inform the Review from 17th May to 18th
July 2018 and 16 parishes were subject to review on the proposals put
forward. The first public consultation period was from 17th September to
16th November 2018 from which draft recommendations were presented.
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A second review on these recommendations was held from 25th February
to 25th March 2019.
4.

Information

4.1

The Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007 (as
amended) (LG&PIHA 2007) changed the process for making parish
alterations. Since the Act came into force, Daventry District Council has
not carried out any reviews. However, Government guidance on CGR’s
state that it is good practice for principal councils to consider conducting a
review every 10-15 years.

4.2

Due to the amount of development which has and continues to take place
across the District, it was considered that now would be an ideal
opportunity to carry out a review. If the Local Government Boundary
Commission for England (LGBCE) wishes to carry out a review of district
boundaries in the next few years, a CGR can help provide a base for the
LGBCE to work with as they use parishes as the starting point for their
reviews.

4.3

Additionally, the current review of the landscape of Northamptonshire’s
governance structures makes this an opportune time to ensure that the
District’s parish boundaries - which are fundamentally the ‘building blocks’
of any boundary review - are undertaken now, in the run up to a proposed
unitary authority. This should help to ensure that communities are
appropriately represented at a local level of governance.

4.4

This report sets out the results of the second consultation exercise that has
been undertaken as part of the CGR, and identifies proposals for parish
arrangements (including both changes to, and retention of, existing
arrangements) within the District.

4.5

Full consultation documents were prepared for each area under review,
detailing the draft recommendations. These were emailed to the parishes
concerned and published on a dedicated ‘Community Governance Review’
page on the Daventry District Council website. The consultation was
available on-line (Survey Monkey) and paper copies were available on
request for those without internet access.

4.6

For areas where the proposal involved merging or splitting an existing
parish, the consultation document was printed and mailed to every address
in the affected area; this included a pro-forma style return slip and prepaid
envelope. Additional copies were available to send out on request. The
consultation was anonymous; however respondents were asked to provide
their postcode in the response (optional) to aid with analysis of results.

4.7

The Council’s Community Governance Review Working Group met to
review the second consultation responses and to consider final
recommendations.
Section 93 LG&PIHA 2007 contains the main
considerations that the principal council must be mindful of in coming to
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recommendations on creating or amending its structure of parish areas.
The parish must:
•
•
•

Reflect the identities and interests of the community in that area
Be effective and convenient
Take into account any other arrangements for community
representation or engagement in the area.

4.8

Appendix 1 sets out the outcomes of each area reviewed, the draft
recommendations and also the final recommendations.

4.9

Recommendations approved by full Council will be incorporated into a
Reorganisation Order, which will confirm implementation dates for each of
the changes.

4.10 The Reorganisation Order will set out the changes to be made and the
date these come into force. For administrative and financial purposes, a
reorganisation order which implements a CGR should take effect from 1
April following the date on which it is made.
5.

Implications

5.1 Financial – The costs of carrying out the CGR have primarily been officer
time in assembling and processing the consultation documentation and analysing
the responses. The printing and postage costs have been met from existing
budget.
5.2 Personnel – As above, the exercise has been carried out using officer time,
in the main from the Elections team, acknowledging the valuable input of
colleagues from the Local Strategy Team; IT Services (GIS) and Communications
and Marketing.
5.3 Legal/Constitutional – The Council is empowered to undertake a
Community Governance Review by the LG&PIHA 2007. In undertaking the
review, it must take steps to ensure that the outcome of the review reflects the
identities and interests of the area being reviewed and the need to ensure
effective and convenient community.
5.4 Environmental – There is no environmental impact envisaged as a result of
the recommendations arising from the CGR to date.
5.5 Policy The Community Governance Review contributes to the Council’s
Strategic Objective 3: Promote Healthy, Safe and Strong Communities and
Individuals, and Corporate Priority H1 – Improved access to Services.
5.6 ICT – No new or modified Council ICT would be required to facilitate the
ongoing Community Governance Review.
5.7 Crime and Disorder – An effective Community Governance Review is
intended to bring about improved community engagement and cohesion; by
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Improving local democracy, it is anticipated that the interests of local communities
are better served.
5.8 Human Rights – The LG&PIHA 2007 devolves powers to principal councils
to take decisions about matters such as the creation of parishes and their
electoral arrangements to local government and local communities.
The duty that the Council undertakes in exercising its powers for a Community
Governance Review would uphold the Fundamental Freedom of Assembly and
Association under Article 11 of the Convention. There would be no contravention
of other freedoms and rights envisaged under the Act.
5.9 Equalities – It is not envisaged that a Community Governance Review will
adversely impact on individuals with protected characteristics under the Equalities
Act 2010. The consultation process aims to engage with communities that may
be affected by proposed changes and to fully consider responses received
through the consultation.
6.

Conclusions

The recommendations as set out in Appendix 1 have been prepared by the CGR
Working Group taking into account the representations that were received
concerning the draft recommendations It is considered that these are appropriate
proposals to deal with the issues which are raised.
Tony Gillet
Executive Director (Resources)
Background papers:
Report to Council: 16th May 2018
Report to Strategy Group 7th February 2019
DCLG/LGBCE Guidance on community governance reviews (March 2010 edition)
Previous minutes:
C.160518/5
C.39/18

Contact Officer: Gill Kennedy
Extension: 2415
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Appendix 1
Daventry District Council Community Governance Review – Final
Recommendations
Section 93 LG&PIHA 2007 contains the main considerations that the principal
council must be mindful of, in coming to recommendations on creating or
amending its structure of parish areas. The parish must:
•
•
•

Reflect the identities and interests of the community in that area,
Be effective and convenient, and
Take into account any other arrangements for community representation
or engagement in the area

This is discussed in more detail within the MHCLG’s ‘guidance on community
governance reviews’ which can be found at the following link:
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/community-governance-reviewsguidance.
Community Governance Review – Areas for Consideration
All parishes in the Daventry District Council area were asked to submit issues to
consider and inform the Review from Thursday 17th May to Wednesday 18th July
2018.
The following parish councils or parish meetings submitted no issues for
consideration to Daventry District Council:
Althorp, Arthingworth, Ashby St Ledgers, Badby, +Church with Chapel Brampton,
Braunston, The Bringtons, Brockhall, Canons Ashby, Catesby, Charwelton, Clay
Coton, Clipston, Cold Ashby, *Cottesbrooke, +Creaton, Dodford, Draughton, East
Farndon, East Haddon, Elkington, Everdon, Fawsley, Flore, Hannington,
Haselbech, Hellidon, Holcot, Holdenby, Long Buckby/Long Buckby Wharf,
+
Kelmarsh, +Kilsby, Lamport, +Lilbourne, Maidwell with Draughton, Marston
Trussell, Moulton, Naseby, Newnham, Old, *Overstone, Pitsford, Preston Capes,
Ravensthorpe, Scaldwell, Sibbertoft, Stanford, Staverton, Sulby, Thornby,
Walgrave, Watford, +Weedon Bec, Welford, +Welton, +Winwick, Whilton/Whilton
Locks, +Yelvertoft.
*Daventry District Council raised an issue.
Were consulted as part of the issues raised by other parishes.

+

The following parish councils or parish meetings made a representation for no
change:
Barby & Onley, Kilsby, Spratton, Weedon and Woodford Cum Membris.
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The following parish councils or parish meetings raised issues which were
publicly consulted on from Monday 17th September to Friday 16th November
2018:
Boughton, *Brixworth, Byfield, Cottesbrooke, Crick, Daventry, Farthingstone,
*Great Oxendon, Guilsborough, Harlestone, Hollowell & Teeton, +Norton,
Overstone, +Ravensthorpe, Stowe Nine Churches, West Haddon.
*Subsequently withdrew submission.
Issues raised in relation to other parish submission.

+

Draft recommendations for the following areas were subject to a second
consultation from Monday 25th February to Monday 25th March 2019:
Boughton, Byfield, Cottesbrooke, Crick, Daventry, Farthingstone, Guilsborough,
Harlestone, Hollowell & Teeton,+Norton, Overstone, +Ravensthorpe, Stowe Nine
Churches, West Haddon, +Winwick

The results of the first consultation on the parishes above are listed individually
below for reference along with the results of the second consultation:
Parish/Parish Meeting

Boughton

Nature of Issue

Boughton Parish Council contacted Daventry District
Council to request that consideration be given to
increasing the number of Councillors for the parish from
9 to 10.
The justification for the request is to take into account
the new residential development of up to 400 homes
that is being built within the parish boundary. The
electorate for Boughton, as at the August 2018 register,
was 1,151 which will increase as development
continues.

Summary of Issue

The national guidelines for a parish council of this size
are between 6 to 12 councillors. The last parish election
for Boughton was held in 2016, when there were 7
candidates for 9 seats. However this is an area with
significant planned development.
Summary of
Representations
Working Group
Observations

There were 3 responses to this consultation.
66.67% - in favour (2 responses)
33.33% - not in favour (1 response)
The Working Group supported the proposal for change
due to the increase of development in Boughton.
However, they expressed concern over voting rights
within the Parish Council if there were to be an even
number and therefore recommended that there be 11
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Electoral Arrangement
Issues
Draft
Recommendation
Map Reference
Summary of
Representations to
second consultation

Final
Recommendation
Parish/Parish Meeting
Nature of Issue

Summary of Issue

councillors.
Not applicable.
To increase the number of councillors from 9 to 11 to
take into account the new residential development.
Not applicable.
There were 4 responses to the second consultation on
increasing the number of councillors from 9 to 11.
75.00% - in favour (3 responses)
25.00% - not in favour (1 response)
There were no additional comments made to this
recommendation.
To increase the number of councillors from 9 to 11
to take in account the new residential development.
Byfield
Byfield PC Proposal: Byfield Parish Council contacted
Daventry District Council to request that consideration
be given to decreasing the number of Councillors for the
parish from 11 to 9.
The justification for the request is to rationalise the ratio
of councillors to electors in line with similar sized
parishes.
The electorate for Byfield as at the August 2018 register
was 1,179.

Summary of
Representations
Working Group
Observations
Electoral Arrangement
Issues
Draft
Recommendation
Map Reference
Summary of
Representations to
second consultation

The national guidelines for a Parish Council of this size
are between 6 to 12 Councillors. The last parish election
for Byfield was held in 2018, when there were 5
candidates for 11 seats.
There were 5 responses to this consultation.
60.00% - in favour (3 responses)
40.00% - not in favour (2 response)
The Working Group agreed with the change after
looking at the guidelines and previous election
experiences.
Not applicable.
To reduce the numbers of councillors from 11 to 9.
Not applicable.
There were 6 responses to this second consultation to
reduce the number of councillors from 11 to 9.
83.33% - in favour (5 responses)
16.67% - not in favour (1 response)
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Final
Recommendation

There were no additional comments made to this
recommendation.
To decrease the number of councillors from 11 to 9.

Parish/Parish Meeting

Cottesbrooke

Nature of Issue

Daventry District Council contacted the neighbouring
parishes to Cottesbrooke to ask them to consider
whether or not they would be willing to incorporate
Cottesbrooke within their parish. Both Creaton and
Naseby showed an interest.
The justification for this proposal is that, currently,
Cottesbrooke Parish Meeting has no representation and
has not had for some time.

Summary of Issue

Should the arrangement be agreed, at least one or two
new councillors for the Cottesbrooke area would be
established on the new parish council and consideration
would be given to increasing the numbers of councillors
on the new council.
The electorate for Cottesbrooke as at the August 2018
register was 112. The electorate for Creaton was 391
and for Naseby was 609.

Summary of
Representations

The national guidelines for a Parish Council of either
size are between 6 to 12 Councillors. The last parish
election for Creaton was held in 2018, when there were
7 candidates for 8 seats and the last parish election for
Naseby was held in 2015 when there were 8 candidates
for 8 seats.
Three questions were put forward for this consultation:
Q1: To amalgamate with a neighbouring parish – either
Creaton or Naseby.
There were 191 responses to this question.
77.49% - in favour (148 responses)
22.51%% - not in favour (43 responses)
Q2: To amalgamate with Creaton.
There were 149 responses to this question.
82.55% – in favour (123 responses)
22.51% - not in favour (26 responses)
Q3: Suggested names for the proposed new parish.
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There were 149 responses to this question.
79.19% (118 responses) in favour of Creaton &
Cottesbrooke.
21.81% (31 responses) in favour of Naseby &
Cottesbrooke)
General responses were that this may help to keep
Creaton’s primary school open, there are existing links
between Creaton and Cottesbrooke on community
projects and shared church services and the Creaton
playing field is owned by Cottesbrooke.
Working Group
Observations

Electoral Arrangement
Issues
Draft
Recommendation

Map Reference
Summary of
Representations to
second consultation

The Working Group accepted the proposal to
amalgamate Cottesbrooke with Creaton as there are no
present electoral arrangements in place for
Cottesbrooke. The Working Group considered that
there was better affiliation with Creaton as evidenced by
existing links. The issue of decisions and voting rights
was considered with a preference for an odd number of
seats on a parish council.
The group recommended that the number of parish
councillors is increased (at present 8 in Creaton) to 9. 7
being from Creaton and 2 from Cottesbrooke.
To amalgamate Cottesbrooke Parish Meeting with
Creaton Parish Council and to name the proposed new
Parish ‘Creaton and Cottesbrooke Parish Council’ with a
full council of 9 seats (7 from Creaton residents and 2
from Cottesbrooke residents).
Appendix 2, Maps 2 and 2a.
There were 158 responses to the consultation on
merging Creaton with Cottesbrooke.
84.81% - in favour (134 responses)
15.19% - not in favour (24 response)
There were 41 additional comments made to this
recommendation.
A meeting was also held with Creaton Parish Council at
which Creaton PC expressed reservations concerning
the draft recommendation to merge with Cottesbrooke.
They confirmed that they were not in favour of merging
with Cottesbrooke and were concerned about any
financial liabilities they would take on if made to join
together.
Their preference was for Cottesbrooke to have its own
parish meeting.
After meeting with Creaton Parish Council and
subsequent talks with the Village Hall Committee at
Cottesbrooke, it is clear that these two parishes are very
unique with Cottesbrooke being almost entirely owned
by the estate. At present, no precept is paid by
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Final
Recommendations

Parish/Parish Meeting
Nature of Issue

Summary of Issue

Cottesbrooke residents and this would change should
they merge. DDC therefore approached a member of
the Cottesbrooke Village Hall Management Committee
who would be willing to take on the representation for
Cottesbrooke Parish Meeting
The recommendation is not to merge Cottesbrooke
with Creaton. Cottesbrooke to re-establish a formal
Parish Meeting.
Crick
Crick Parish Council contacted Daventry District Council
to request that consideration be given to changing the
boundary so that all of Daventry International Rail
Freight Terminal (DIRFT) would be contained with their
boundary.
The justification for the request is that Crick Parish
Council currently sponsors a Police Community Support
Officer (PCSO) whose patch currently covers the whole
of DIRFT, parts of which are within Kilsby, Lilbourne and
Yelvertoft parishes.
There are no residential properties in any of the areas of
land proposed to be moved into the Crick Parish
boundary.

Summary of
Representations

This proposal would alter the boundaries of Kilsby
Parish, Lilbourne Parish, and Yelvertoft Parish.
The responses on each question were combined as the
original maps were not labelled on the consultation
document and therefore villagers from Kilsby, Lilbourne
and Yelvertoft were answering each of the questions.
There were 542 responses to this consultation.
1.92% - in favour (10 responses)
98.08% - not in favour (532 responses)

Working Group
Observations

The majority of the responses from the three
neighbouring villages were against the proposal.
Comments included:
• the community funding that derives from the
DIRFT commercial area within each parish would
be lost;
• there was no compelling reason to change
historical boundaries;
• Kilsby village may be impacted by traffic from
DIRFT maybe more so than Crick.
The Working Group accepted that the boundary should
not change. The basis of the request was based on one
issue being the PCSO arrangement, the proposal failed
to recognise the impact on neighbouring parishes
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Electoral Arrangement
Issues
Draft
Recommendation
Map Reference
Summary of
Representations to
second consultation

affected by DIRFT. The proposal does not reflect the
identities and interests of the community in that area and
it is recommended not to proceed.
Not applicable.
To not proceed with the proposals and keep the Crick
boundary unchanged.
Appendix 2 – Map 3.
There were 76 responses to the consultation to not
proceed with the proposals and keep the Crick boundary
unchanged.
5.26% - in favour (4 responses)
94.75%% - not in favour (72 response)

Final
Recommendations
Parish/Parish Meeting
Nature of Issue

Summary of Issues

There were 20 additional comments made to this
recommendation.
To not proceed with the proposals and keep the
Crick boundary unchanged.
Daventry
Daventry Town Council contacted Daventry District
Council to request that alterations be made to:
1. Its boundaries with the parishes of Norton,
Welton and Newnham
2. Its internal ward boundaries
3. The number of councillors.
Daventry Town Council has requested that
consideration be given to changing its boundary so
that all of the significant planned development that is
proposed around Daventry Town would be
incorporated within the town council’s boundary.
The justification for the request is that the
developments are effectively extensions of Daventry
Town and, as such, should be incorporated within
their boundary.

Summary of
Representations

Question 1 – to alter the boundary with Welton
Parish.
There were 46 responses to this question.
67.39% - in favour (31 responses)
32.61% - not in favour (15 responses).
Welton Parish Council (WPC) responded as follows:
Welton Parish Council accepted that the Micklewell
Park Site with outline consent DA/2014/0869 be
incorporated within the Daventry Boundary, subject
to the site being sold and construction of residential
properties commencing. However, the Micklewell
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Park Extension which now includes Welton Place
Farmstead, is at present a proposal (HO2) in the
Settlements and Countryside Local Plan (Part 2)
Proposed Submission Consultation document. This
plan will eventually be examined by an inspector
appointed by the Secretary of State. Adoption of the
plan is anticipated to take place in the summer of
2019. As a result, WPC concluded that it would be
premature to accept the boundary change relating to
HO2 and therefore does not agree with this aspect of
the proposal.
Question 2 – to alter the boundary with Norton
parish:
There were 45 responses to this question.
68.89% - in favour (31 responses)
31.11% - not in favour (14 responses).
Of the 45 responses only 4 comments were made,
generally stating that the boundary change was
logical but there were concerns about the impact of
traffic due to development work.
Question 3 – to consider Norton Parish Council’s
proposal that the boundaries at Site B remain the
same until the housing development is of sufficient
size to require the creation of its own parish.
There were 45 responses to this question.
48.89% - in favour (22 responses)
51.11% - not in favour (23 responses).
Of the 45 responses there were only 5 comments,
which were generally in favour of moving the
boundary before any development takes place.
Question 4 – to alter the boundary with Newnham
Parish.
There were 42 responses to this question.
66.67% - in favour (28 responses)
33.33% - not in favour (14 responses).
Of the 42 responses only 4 comments were left to
this question generally stating that the boundary
change is logical.
Question 5 – to review the parish ward boundaries
within Daventry depending on the outcome of the
proposal to alter the boundaries as above.
There were 44 responses to this question.
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70.45% - in favour (31 responses)
29.55% - not in favour (13 responses).
Comments were generally in favour of the proposal
with some mentioning the Local Government Reform
proposals and whether it would be better to wait until
that situation is resolved.
Question 6 – to review the numbers of parish
councillors for Daventry town, reducing the number
to 16 to rationalise to 4 per ward.
There were 45 responses to this question.
84.44% - in favour (38 responses)
15.56% - not in favour (7 responses).

Working Group
Observations

Electoral Arrangement
Issues

Draft Recommendation

General comments were that the reduction is logical
with a few comments suggesting that numbers
should increase if the boundaries are to change for
new development.
The Working Group discussed all proposals and on
balance considered that the proposed developments
should be built in the parish to which they will belong,
In respect of the Welton Parish Council’s comment
that it was premature to agree to the proposal, the
Working Group considers that the Settlements and
Countryside local plan is sufficiently mature to
recommend the change.
Arrangements are covered in the proposals at
Questions 5 &6, to reduce the number of Town
Parish councillors from 17 to 16 and there to be 4
members per ward. Arrangements are covered in the
proposals at Questions 5 &6, to reduce the number
of Town Parish councillors from 17 to 16 and there to
be 4 members per ward.
That the proposal to alter the boundaries at Welton
(Site A), Norton (Site B) and Newnham (Site C)
should proceed given that there would be a
preference for the developments to be built in the
parish to which they will belong. The services and
the community that the new developments are
attached to is predominately Daventry Town rather
than Welton, Norton or Newnham Parishes.
That the proposal to alter the boundaries of the Town
Council be agreed.

Map References
Summary of
Representations to
second consultation

That the proposal to reduce the number of Town
Council seats from 17 to 16 be agreed.
Appendix 2 – Maps 4-8
There were 19 responses to the draft
recommendations..
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57.89% - in favour (11 responses)
42.11% - not in favour (8 responses)
There were 9 additional comments made to this
recommendation, with more concern expressed from
Newnham; however given that the draft
recommendation for this area covered only
commercial land it is not considered that there would
be any adverse impact on the identity and interests
of the community.
Final Recommendations

That the proposal to alter the boundaries at
Welton (Site A), Norton (Site B) and Newnham
(Site C) should proceed given that there would be
a preference for the developments to be built in
the parish to which they will belong. The
services and the community that the new
developments are attached to is predominately
Daventry Town rather than Welton, Norton or
Newnham Parishes.
That the proposal to alter the boundaries of the
Town Council be agreed.
That the proposal to reduce the number of Town
Council seats from 17 to 16 be agreed.

Parish/Parish Meeting
Nature of Issue

Summary of Issue

Farthingstone
Farthingstone Parish Council contacted Daventry District
Council to request that consideration be given to
decreasing the number of its councillors from seven to
five.
The justification for the request is that Farthingstone
Parish Council have experienced difficulty in attracting
candidates.
The electorate for Farthingstone in the August 2018
register was 146.
The national guidelines for a parish council of this size
are for between 5 and 8 Councillors. The last parish
election for Farthingstone was held in 2015, when there
were 10 candidates for 7 seats.

Summary of
Representations

There were no responses to this consultation.

Working Group
Observations

The Working Group supported the proposed change due
to the experiences of the parish and the number of
electors being below 150 which is the guideline for
starting a parish council.
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Electoral Arrangement
Issues
Draft
Recommendation
Map Reference
Summary of
Representations to
second consultation
Final
Recommendations

Parish/Parish Meeting
Nature of Issue

Not applicable.
To decrease the number of councillors from 7 to 5 to
take into account the parish’ experience with recruiting
new members.
Not applicable.
There were no responses to the consultation on
reducing the number of councillors from 7 to 5.
To decrease the number of councillors from 7 to 5 to
take into account the parish’ experience with
recruiting new members.

Guilsborough
Guilsborough Parish Council contacted Daventry District
Council to request that consideration be given to a small
change to its shared boundary with Ravensthorpe
Parish.
Map 9 in Appendix 2 shows the change.

Summary of Issue

Summary of
Representations

Working Group
Observations
Electoral Arrangement
Issues
Draft
Recommendation
Map Reference
Summary of
Representations to
second consultation

The justification for the request is that this would allow
Guilsborough Parish Council to extend the cemetery
when this is required.
Guilsborough Parish Council has spoken to
Ravensthorpe Parish Council and has been informed
there would be no objection from them over this
proposal.
There were 5 responses to the consultation
100% - In favour (5 responses)
0% - Not in favour (0 responses)
The Working Group supported the proposed change.
Not applicable.
To allow the boundary change to increase the size of
Guilsborough cemetery when needed.
Appendix 2 – Map 9.
There were 4 responses to the consultation on allowing
the boundary to change with Ravensthorpe to increase
the size of Guilsborough cemetery when needed.
100.00% - in favour (4 responses)
0% - not in favour (8 responses)
There was 1 additional comment made to this
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Final
Recommendations
Parish/Parish Meeting
Nature of Issue

recommendation.
To allow the boundary change to increase the size of
Guilsborough cemetery when needed.
Harlestone
Harlestone Parish Council contacted Daventry District
Council to request that consideration be given to
reviewing the current boundary of the parish council,
with a view to creating one or more new parish councils
to
incorporate
recent
and
planned
housing
developments.
The proposal is to create a new parish as shown in
Appendix 2 – Map 10.

Summary of Issue

Harlestone Parish Council’s proposal is that the
‘sustainable urban extensions’ should be separated from
Harlestone Parish in favour of their own parish and
therefore granted their own autonomous governance.
Harlestone Parish Council propose that the historic
conservation villages of Upper and Lower Harlestone
and surrounding landscape will be restored to a parish
comprising 210 rural homes and encompassing the rural
areas bordering the planned sustainable urban
extensions.

Summary of
Representations

The question asked in the survey was: Do you agree
with Harlestone Parish Council to split the parish into
two parishes with the new developments at Loxton
Fields and Harlestone Manor being a separate parish?
Respondents were subsequently asked to suggest
names for the proposed parish, with 8 names proposed
by Harlestone PC or the option to suggest alternatives
There were 198 responses to the consultation.
68.18% - In favour (136 responses)
31.82% - Not in favour (64 responses)
This proposal has produced strong responses and
lengthy submissions from members of the community as
well as additional submissions from Althorp Estate,
Duston Parish Council and other interested parties,
which were considered.
There were more responses from Harlestone Village
than Loxton Fields and Harlestone Manor. Although
there were some comments that the online survey could
allow for duplication of responses, analysis of the
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postcodes provided by respondents indicated no cause
for concern regarding the validity of the survey.
There were 44 responses to the consultation from
Loxton Fields or Harlestone Manor residents.
There were 116 respondents from Harlestone village
residents.
4 respondents were either out of the village area or gave
an incomplete postcode.
Working Group
Observations

Options to consider were:
Option 1. That Harlestone parish is split along the
boundary lines recommended by Harlestone Parish
Council.
Option 2. That Harlestone parish be split with further
consultation on either the existing proposal or an
alternative boundary; wider than the allocated
development areas.
The Working Group accepted that the proposal to split
the parish had more support evidenced from the
consultation.
Although a representation was made by the Chairman of
the Duston Parish Council, that no decision should be
made pending the Local Government Reform outcome;
it was agreed that a decision should be made by the
Daventry District Council under the existing
arrangements rather than postpone, given that the
parish councils are the ‘building blocks’ of a wider
boundary review.
A representation was also made by the Althorp Estate
which proposed an alternative boundary.
Consideration was given to whether the parish should
be split in accordance with option 1 or 2 above. The
Working Group considered that widening the boundary
towards the older settlement may lead to additional
development within the new parish area.

Electoral Arrangement

The majority of the consultation responses for a new
parish name were for ‘other suggestions’ 44.83%.
Analysis of the suggestions provided by residents of the
newer development area (postcodes NN5) showed
strong support for the parish to be named ‘Harlestone
Manor’. The working group accepted this as the basis
for further consultation.
Not applicable.
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Issues
Draft
Recommendation

Map Reference
Summary of
Representations to
second consultation

To support the proposal to split Harlestone parish in
accordance with the boundary recommended by
Harlestone Parish Council (Option 1 above). The
proposed name for the new parish to be: ‘Harlestone
Manor’.
Appendix 2 – Map 10.
There were 284 responses to the consultation on the
proposal to split Harlestone parish in accordance with
the boundary recommended by Harlestone Parish
Council, the name of the new parish to be Harlestone
Manor.
53.87% - in favour (153 responses)
46.13% - not in favour (131 responses)
There were 184 additional comments made to this
recommendation; 99 of the comments appear to
originate from a co-ordinated source, probably a social
media campaign which encouraged a formulated
response. As the Althorp option was not published it is
not clear that the respondents had sight of the actual
boundary suggestion made by Althorp. The Althorp
option was not a proposal on which the Harlestone
Community were consulted and it was therefore
considered appropriate to lend less weight to these
responses.
A neighbouring parish within the South
Northamptonshire District, Harpole PC also submitted a
proposal that the recommendation should not proceed
pending the outcome of the Unitary review and
subsequent review of boundaries at a later stage.
Consistent with the previous similar proposal put forward
by Duston Parish Council however; it is considered that
DDC should make a decision under the current
arrangements rather than postpone.

Final
Recommendations

To support the proposal to split Harlestone parish in
accordance with the boundary recommended by
Harlestone Parish Council. The name for the new
parish to be: ‘Harlestone Manor’.

Parish/Parish Meeting
Nature of Issue

Hollowell & Teeton/Ravensthorpe
Both Hollowell & Teeton Parish Council and
Ravensthorpe Parish Council contacted Daventry
District Council to request that consideration be given to
making alterations to their boundaries.
The three areas concerned are:
1. At the boundary of the Ravensthorpe Reservoir
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(proposals from both councils)
2. At Gulliver’s Lodge on the Teeton to
Guilsborough Road (proposal by Hollowell &
Teeton PC)
3. Across Hollowell Reservoir (proposal by Hollowell
& Teeton PC).
1. Issue 1 (Question 1) Boundary A – Appendix 2,
Map 11. Hollowell and Teeton Parish Council
has proposed that the boundary should be
redrawn so that it follows the northern bank of the
reservoir. This would position the whole of the
reservoir within the boundary of Ravensthorpe
Parish.

Summary of Issues

1a.

Issue 1a (Question 2) Boundary B - Appendix 2,
Map 12. Ravensthorpe Parish Council counterproposed that the boundary along the Teeton is
moved into Ravensthorpe.
The reasoning for this proposal appears to be
that the fields in question are in view of
Ravensthorpe parish and form the backdrop to
the reservoir, and therefore future development
would impact Ravensthorpe.

1b.

Issue 1b (Question 3) Boundary C –
Ravensthorpe Parish Council proposed that a
compromise position could be made, with the
boundary contained within the reservoir being
moved north of the reservoir (as per the Hollowell
and Teeton proposal, but not including the piece
of land that Ravensthorpe Parish Council would
like to retain). This proposal is shown in Appendix
2, Map 13.

2.

Issue 2 (Question 4) Hollowell and Teeton Parish
Council proposes altering the boundary with
Ravensthorpe Parish Council at Gulliver’s Lodge
on the Teeton to Guilsborough Road.
The
proposed change is shown in Appendix 2, Map
14.
The justification for the request is that the
boundary change would realign the boundary
with a field boundary, and ensure the entire
garden of Gulliver’s Lodge is within the parish
boundary.
Ravensthorpe Parish Council has no objections
to this proposal.

3.

Issue 3 (Question 5). The parish boundary across
Hollowell Reservoir follows a meandering path,
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presumably from a boundary that existed prior to
the reservoir being constructed. The proposal
from Hollowell and Teeton Parish Council is to
straighten the boundary between the points at
which it intersects the reservoir.
This proposal would alter the boundary with
Guilsborough Parish as shown on the map in
Appendix 2, Map 15.
Summary of
Representations

There were 4 responses to the consultation on Issue 1.
25% - In favour (1 response)
75% - Not in favour (3 responses)
There were 4 responses to the consultation on Issue 1a.
75% - In favour (3 responses).
25% - Not in favour (1 response).
3 out of the 4 respondents are from Ravensthorpe
postcodes. Apparently, Hollowell Steam Rally uses the
fields within this boundary at present. The field that the
rally is held in is owned by the Hollowell Steam Rally
Association so probably no impact.
There were 4 responses to the consultation on Issue 1b.
25% - In favour (1 response).
75% - Not in favour (3 responses).
There were 4 responses to the consultation on Issue 2.
100% - In favour (4 responses).
0% - Not in favour (0 responses).
There were 3 responses to the consultation on Issue 3.
66.67% - In favour (2 responses)
33.33% - Not in favour 1 response)

Working Group
Observations

Issues 1 and 1a. The Working Group considered that
there appears to be no clear justification and limited
support for these proposals. There appears to be no
agreement between the two parishes.
Issue 1b. This proposal was presented by Ravensthorpe
Parish Council as a compromise position between the
two parishes. However there appears to be no evidence
of any agreement from Hollowell & Teeton Parish
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Council and again no local support for the proposal.
Issue 2. Although still a limited response, there is 100%
agreement from the respondents for this change. It
does not appear to impact on the individual homeowner
concerned as the boundary currently crosses only part
of their garden.
Issue 3. There was a limited response and there is no
reason to object.
Electoral Arrangement
Issues
Draft
Recommendation
Map References
Summary of
Representations to
second consultation
Final
Recommendations

Parish/Parish Meeting
Nature of Issue
Summary of Issue

Not applicable.
Issues 1 and 1a – Not to proceed with the proposals.
Issue 1b – Not to proceed with the proposal.
Issue 2 – To proceed with the proposal.
Issue 3 – To proceed with the proposal.
Appendix 2 – Maps 11 - 15.
There were no responses to this consultation.
Issues 1 and 1a – Not to proceed with the proposals.
Issue 1b – Not to proceed with the proposal.
Issue 2 – To proceed with the proposal.
Issue 3 – To proceed with the proposal.

Overstone
Daventry District Council proposes a review is
undertaken of the governance arrangements in
Overstone Parish.
The justification for this is due to the significant
additional housing that has been built within the parish.
Given this additional growth, it is felt the current
arrangements at Overstone Parish Council may no
longer be sufficient.
Within the proposal there are two options:
1. Create a new parish council to administer the
area with recent housing development. The
proposal for the boundary of the new parish is set
out on the map in Appendix, Map 15. Or;
2. Increase the total number of parish councillors on
Overstone Parish Council.
A third question was asked: If you agree with both
options, which would be your preference?
Respondents were asked a final fourth question to
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suggest names for the parish should Option 1 go ahead.
The electorate for Overstone, as set out in the August
2018 electoral register was 645, which will increase as
development continues.
The last parish election for Overstone was held in 2018,
when there were 7 candidates for 9 seats.
Summary of
Representations

There were 99 responses to the consultation on Option
1.
47.47% - In favour (47 responses)
52.53% - Not in favour (52 responses)
There were 93 responses to the consultation on Option
2.
53.76% - In favour (50 responses)
46.24% - Not in favour (43 responses)
There were 25 responses to question 3.
11 Preferred Option 1.
13 Preferred Option 2.
1 Preferred neither.
Respondents are virtually split 50/50 on the proposal
with a small preference for no change. Option B to
increase the number of councillors on the existing
Council slightly nudges ahead of the proposal to create
a new council.
There were 37 suggestions for a name for the new
parish council should that proposal be adopted. They
were:
Overstone Grange
New Overstone
Overstone Leys
Overstone North
Keystone
Overstone
Overstone Village
New Kettering Road
Overstone Greenleys
Lower Overstone
Overstone West
The Leys
During the consultation Moulton Parish Council made a
representation to propose a merger with Overstone, or
alternatively to take over the SUE area (Sustainable
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Urban Extension) within Overstone.
Overstone Parish Council have also made a
representation against Moulton Parish Council’s
suggestion.
Working Group
Observations

The Working Group discussed the following options:
Option 1 – To leave the parish as it is
Option 2 - To keep the existing parish as it is but
increase the number of Councillors for the new
development area
Option 3 To split into two parishes
Option 4. To merge parishes with Moulton PC either
taking over the whole of the parish or the new
development area.

Electoral Arrangement
Issues

Draft
Recommendation
Map Reference
Summary of
Representations to
second consultation

At present there are 9 seats on Overstone Parish
Council. The working group considered that 9 was an
optimum number as an odd number was preferable for
decisions and voting rights. As no residents currently
live in the new area it was thought to keep at 9 would be
sufficient at present.
That Overstone Parish Council remains unchanged and
not to recommend an increase in the number of parish
seats.
Appendix 2 – Map 16.
There were 123 responses to the consultation for
Overstone parish to remain unchanged and for there not
to be an increase in the number of parish seats.
87.80% - in favour (108 responses)
12.20% - not in favour (15 responses)

Final
Recommendations

There were 67 additional comment made to this
recommendation.
That Overstone Parish Council remains unchanged
and not to recommend an increase in the number of
parish seats.

Parish/Parish Meeting
Nature of Issue

Stowe Nine Churches
Stowe Nine Churches Parish Council proposes that a
review is undertaken of its boundary, specifically a
parcel of land at its northern end, at the boundary with
Weedon Bec Parish Council. See Appendix 2, Map 17

Summary of Issue

The justification for the proposal is to rationalise the
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boundary with existing infrastructure (the A5 and Grand
Union Canal) and that the parcel of land contained
within the remote northern section is more consistent
with being part of Weedon Bec Parish.
The proposal would alter the boundary with Weedon
Bec Parish.
Summary of
Representations

There were 30 responses to the consultation
10% - In favour (3 responses)
90% - Not in favour (27 responses)
Most respondents could not see the benefit in the
change. This change would only affect two properties
that are presently empty.
For those who answered ‘Yes’, no comments were
made. Weedon Bec Parish Council has made a
representation rejecting the proposal. There was no
response from either of the two properties affected by
the proposed change.

Working Group
Observations
Electoral Arrangement
Issues
Draft
Recommendation
Map Reference
Summary of
Representations to
second consultation

The Working Group propose that no change should be
made.
Not applicable.
Given that there has been only limited local support for
the proposal that this should not proceed
Appendix 2 – Map 17.
There were 18 responses to the consultation not to
proceed to the changes put forward by Stowe Nine
Churches.
61.11% - in favour (11 responses)
38.89% - not in favour (7 responses)

Final
Recommendations

There were 9 additional comment made to this
recommendation.
Given that there has been only limited local support
for the proposal, that this should not proceed

Parish/Parish Meeting
Nature of Issue

West Haddon
West Haddon Parish Council contacted Daventry District
Council to request that consideration be given to
incorporating Winwick Parish Meeting into one council
for that area, conditional on the agreement of Winwick
Parish Meeting. See Appendix 2, Map 18.

Summary of Issue

The West Haddon Parish Council proposal is as follows:
As a vibrant, progressive council at the start of a new
four year term West Haddon Parish Council would wish
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to retain their current status but would welcome Winwick
joining the Parish, but only if they so wished, with at
least one or two residents of Winwick also joining the
Council as Members. Further the Parish Council wished
to make it known that they would fully support the
District Council in continuing services for residents, as
required, as part of the potential unitary status and
devolution of powers and services.
Should the arrangement be agreed, West Haddon
Parish Council is proposing that at least one or two new
councillors for the Winwick area would be established on
the new parish council.
The electorate for West Haddon as at the August 2018
register was 1,395. The electorate for Winwick as at the
August 2018 register was 86.
The national guidelines for a Parish Council of this size
are between 6 to 12 Councillors. The last parish election
for West Haddon was held in 2018, when there were 8
candidates for 10 seats.
Summary of
Representations

There were 209 responses to the consultation
72.73% - In favour (152 responses)
27.27% - Not in favour (57 responses)
Although the majority of responses were in favour of the
proposal this reflects an imbalance of population
numbers between West Haddon and Winwick.,
West Haddon – 130 Responses
Winwick – 24
Other - 4
The Council also received a petition from Winwick with
53 signatures rejecting the proposal to merge with West
Haddon. Winwick has 83 electors.

Working Group
Observations

Electoral Arrangement
Issues
Draft
Recommendation
Map Reference

The Working Group considered that the consultation
responses were heavily weighted towards West
Haddon and accepted the petition from Winwick as
evidence of local support for no change. The Winwick
community appear to be content with the current
arrangements for local representation.
Not applicable.
That the West Haddon Parish Council proposal to merge
with Winwick Parish meeting should not proceed.
Appendix 2 – Map 18.
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Summary of
Representations to
second consultation

Final
Recommendations

There were 173 responses to this consultation to
recommend not merging with Winwick.
81.98% - in favour (141 responses)
18.02% - not in favour (3 responses)
There were 56 additional comment made to this
recommendation.
That the West Haddon Parish Council proposal to
merge with Winwick Parish meeting should not
proceed.
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Appendix 2
Maps of Areas relating to Community Governance Review
Map 1 (Brixworth) removed
Maps 2 & 2a – Submission regarding Cottesbrooke Parish Meeting
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Map 3 – Crick Submission
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Map 4 – Daventry Town Boundary with Welton (Site A)
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Map 5 – Daventry Town Boundary with Norton (Site B)
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Map 6 – Daventry Town Boundary with Newnham (Site C)
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Map 7 – Extension of Daventry Town Council Boundaries
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Map 8 – Daventry Town Council boundaries in line with DDC boundaries
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Map 9 – Guilsborough – change to boundary with Ravensthorpe
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Map 10 – Harlestone – Creation of a new parish
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Map 11 – Hollowell and Teeton Parish Council – Boundary A
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Map 12 – Ravensthorpe Parish Council – Boundary B
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Map 13 – Hollowell and Teeton and Raventhorpe Parish Councils –
Boundary C
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Map 14 – Hollowell and Teeton – Boundary at Gullivers Lodge
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Map 15 – Hollowell and Teeton – Boundary at Hollowell Reservoir
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Map 16 – Overstone proposed creation of new parish
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Map 17 – Stowe Nine Churches Proposal
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Map 18 – West Haddon Proposal

