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2. INFORMATION
2.1 Members will recall that at the meeting of this Committee held on 24th January 2012, they considered a report in respect of this matter. As a result of the deliberations it was resolved that the following matters should be taken into consideration by the County Council in its review:
· Community cohesion should be achieved

· Equality of representation as far as possible should be achieved

· It should be clear to electors who their representative is and what area they are situated in for electoral purposes

· There should be local input into the naming of the electoral divisions

· There should be a genuine attempt to avoid confusion between electoral areas belonging to different types of Councils

2.2 This first part of the review ended on 5th December 2011, and as a result of its deliberations and consultations with NCC, and any other interested organisations and individuals, the LGBCE have suggested that the NCC should be served by 57 members from May 2013, which is a reduction of 16 from the existing membership of 73. The Kettering area would be represented by 8 members, 1 per electoral division, rather than 10 as is the case currently.
2.3 The County Council has now formulated its proposals for each of the 8 divisions in Kettering, and these are attached at Appendix ‘B ‘. The County Council requested informal comments to be submitted to them by 12th March 2012. However, the Council’s meeting schedule did not offer any opportunity for the proposals to be considered by its members prior to that date.

2.4 In view of that, it is suggested that members may wish to comment now on the proposals directly to LGBCE as part of the formal consultation process, although if the County Council chooses to make any amendments to their proposals before they submit them to LGBCE, then it may make elements of any comments from this Council less relevant. Nevertheless, this does represent our only window of opportunity comment on the proposals to the Commission.  It is suggested therefore that the response sent to LGBCE clearly makes the point about its timing.
3. IMPACT OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL PROPOSALS ON THE AREA COVERED BY KBC
3.1 To summarise, the County Council’s proposals change the current configuration of the Divisions by altering the number covering the Town of Kettering from 6 to 5, and removing the discrete Rural Division completely. Instead, the Parishes in the rural area of the Borough have been attached to individual Divisions for each of the A6 Towns and, in one case, part of the town of Kettering. (See Appendix B). 
3.2 Members will recall from the meeting on 24th January that the criteria that the LGBCE has established for the configuration of electoral areas is 
· Councillor/s for each electoral area will serve as far as possible the same number of electors (subject to a threshold of + or – 10%). 

· community identity, 

· effective and convenient local government and 

· coterminosity -  alignment as far as possible between Borough/District Council Wards and County Council Electoral Divisions.
3.3 It is believed that the proposals submitted by the County Council achieve this in most of the area covered by Kettering town (Proposed Divisions 5 to 8), although there are many ways in which community identity could be formulated. 
3.4 Members may wish to consider whether the principles listed above are applied to best effect in the County Council’s proposals, particularly those of community identity, effective and convenient local government and co-terminosity. It is suggested that members particularly examine Proposed Division 4 when they consider this. It may be that an alternative approach, which redesigns divisions 1-4 may represent a more acceptable solution. Consequently, attached at Appendix ‘C’, members will find an alternative list of proposals which reflect this in respect of Divisions 1 to 4.
3.5 Other solutions may of course commend themselves to members and all members are therefore invited to suggest alternatives for the meeting to consider that may better achieve the Commission’s principles. 
4. CONSULTATION AND CUSTOMER IMPACT
All organisations and electors in the Borough with an interest in this matter can respond to any part of the consultation on this issue.
5. FINANCIAL RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS
None at this stage
6.    RECOMMENDATION

Members are requested to give consideration to the proposals of the County Council in relation to the new electoral divisions for the Kettering area, and to agree a response to the Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE).
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