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PROPOSALS FOR FUTURE ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE BOROUGH OF CHELTENHAM
IN THE COUNTY OF GLOUCESTERSHIRE.
1. We, the Local Government Boundary Commission for England, having carried out
our initial review of the electoral arrangements for the Borough of Cheltenham,
in accordance"with the requirements of Section 63 of, and Schedule 9 to, the
Local Government Act 1972, present our proposals for the future electoral
arrangements for that borougi.
2. In accordance with the procedure laid down in section 60(1) and (2) of the
1972 Act, notice was given on 21 April 1975 that we were to undertake this review.
This was incorporated in a consultation letter addressed to Cheltenham Borough
Council, copies of which were circulated to Gloucestershire CountyCouncil, the
Member, of Parliament for the constituency concerned and the headquarters of the
main political .-parties. Copies were also sent to the editors of the local
newspapers circulating in the area and of the local government press. Notices
inserted in the local press announced the start of the review and invited comments
from members of the public and from interested bodies.
3. Cheltenham Borough Council were invited to prepare a draft scheme of
representation for our consideration. When doing so, they were asked to observe
the rules laid down in Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972, and the
guidelines set out in our Report No. 6 about the proposed size of the council and
the proposed number of councillors for each ward. They were also asked to take into
account views expressed to them following their consultation with local interests.
We therefore asked that they should publish details of their provisional proposals
about a month before they submitted their draft scheme to us, thus allowing
opportunity for local comment.
4. The council have passed a resolution under Section 7(4)(b) of the Local
Government Act 1972, requesting a system of elections by thirds.
!

5. On 5 December 1975 Cheltenham Borough Council presented their draft scheme
of representation. They proposed to divide the area of the borough into 12 wards,
11 returning 3 members and one returning 2 members to form a council of 35. We
noted that the suggested new arrangements did not offer potential compatibility with
the probable future county electoral arrangements and the Borough Council were
invited to review their scheme in the light of this.

6. On 1 June 1977 Cheltenham Borough Council presented a revised draft
scheme. They proposed 11 wards each returning 3 members to form a council of
33 members.
7. We considered the revised draft scheme and the comments which had been made
upon it. We decided to adopt the revised draft scheme as our draft proposals
.subject to two minor boundary re-alignments suggested to us by Ordnance Survey.
8. On 30 September 1977 we issued our draft proposals and these were sent to all
who had received our consultation letter or had commented on the Borough Council's
draft scheme. The Borou$i Council were asked to make these draft proposals and
the accompanying map, which defined the proposed ward boundaries, available'for
inspection at their main offices. Representations on our draft proposals were
invited from those to whom they were circulated and, by public notices, from other
members of the public and interested bodies. We asked that comments should reach
us by 30 November 19779«
Representations against our draft proposals were received from local
associations and organisations, a councillor and members of the public. One
objection related to part of the boundary between the proposed Pittville and
St Paul's wards. The remainder related to the division of the former urban
district of Charlton Kings- between the proposed Charlton Kings,. College and
All Saints''wards.
10. In view of these comments we decided that we needed further information to
enable us to reach a conclusion. Therefore, in accordance with Section 65(2) of the
1972 Act and at our request Mr J P Aspden,OBE
was appointed an Assistant
Commissioner. He was asked to hold a local meeting and to report to us.
11. The Assistant Commissioner held a meeting in the Council Chambers, Cheltenham
on 8 March 1978. A copy of his report to us of the meeting is attached at
Schedule I to this report.
12. In the light of the discussion at the meeting and his inspections of the area,
the Assistant Commissioner recommended that our draft proposals should be confirmed
without amendment.

13. We considered our draft proposals in the light of the comments which we had
received and of the Assistant Commissioner's report. We concluded that the
'"
Assistant Commissioner's recommendation should be accepted and we decided to
confirm our draft proposals as our final proposals.

14. Details of these final proposals are set out in Schedules 2 and 3 to this
report and on the attached mapi Schedule 2 gives the names of the wards and the
number of councillors to be returned by each. A detailed description of the
boundaries of the proposed wards, as defined "on-the map, is'set out in ~«c ••
Schedule 3.
PUBLICATION
15. In accordance with Section 60 (5)(t>) of the Local Government Act 1972, a copy
of this report and a copy of the map are being sent to Cheltenham Borough Council and
will be available for inspection at the Council's main offices. Copies of this report
(without the map) are being sent to those who received the consultation letter and
to those who made comments.
L.S.
Signed:
NICHOLAS MORRISON

(CHAIRMAN)

JOHN M RANKIN

(DEPUTY CHAIRMAN)

PHYLLIS BOWDEN
TYRRELL BROCKBANK

G E CHERRY
D P HARRISON
R R THORNTON

L B GRIMSHAW (Secretary)
22 March 1979

3f

SCHEDULE 1

N
LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND
REPORT OF ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER TO THE COMMISSION
REVIEW OF ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS - BOROUGH OF CHELTENHAM.
1

On 30 September 1977 the Commission sent notice of their draft proposals

for the Borough of Cheltenham to the Cheltenham Borough Council and others.
2. The Council had submitted a revised draft scheme providing for 11
three-member wards to form a total council of 33 members, 2 less than the
existing arrangements and the Council's original draft scheme.

On the

basis of the 1977 electorate figures the elector/councillor ratios ranged
from 9% below to &% above the borough average and looking forward to 1981
the ratios were expected to range from 7% below to 7% above the borough
average.

Only two areas in the revised draft scheme received criticism.

One objection criticised part of the boundary between the Pittville and
St Paul's wards. The other objections concerned the Charlton Kings,
College and All Saints' wards in that they split the former urban district
of Charlton Kings in three. The Commission considered the Council's
revised draft scheme together with the criticisms made in respect of it
and decided to adopt the revised draft scheme, which they considered to
provide an acceptable standard of representation, as their draft proposals,
subject only to two minor boundary realignments suggested by Ordnance Survey
3

Publication of the draft proposals resulted in the following comments

being received by the Commission:
(a) The Charlton Kings Residents Association objected to the draft
proposals and urged reconsideration of their earlier comments upon
the Council's revised draft scheme on which the draft proposals had
been based;
(b) The Charlton Kings Choral Society objected to the draft proposals
and supported the Residents Association's proposals;
-1-

(c) Councillor Mary Phillips reaffirmed her earlier objection to the
warding for Charlton Kings and supported the Residents Association's
comments:
Cd) Mrs Margaret Hughes supported the Residents Association;
(e) 3t Marys Charlton Kings Branch Church of England Men's Society
supported the Residents Association;
(f) Mr and Mrs C J M Fletcher urged the Commission to reconsider the
original proposals for Charlton Kings:
(g) Mrs M Eccles v/ished to retain the present boundaries for Charlton
Kings:
(h) The Village Charlton Kings V/I objected to the splitting of
Charlton Kin^s and supported the Residents Association's

proposals:

(i) Charlton Kings Youth Club objected to the proposed amendments
to Charlton Kings;
(j) Six 'Jays WI requested that warding arrangements avoid hiving off
parts of Charlton Kings, but if necessary would support tv/o wards
for Charlton Kings:
(k) 3t Marys Charlton Kings Mothers Union urged retention of wards
within the ecclesiastical parish of St Marys and called for
consideration of alternative arrangements:
(l) Charlton Kings Evening Tov.-nswomen's Guild objected to amendments
to Charlton Kings, but if necessary would accept the idea of a
Charlton Kin^s North and South v/arding arrangement:
(m) Mr and Mrs L V/ Hudson objected to the amendments to Charlton Kings
(n) St Marys Young V/ives Group considered the draft proposals to be
detrimental to CViarlton Kinps;
(o) Charlton Kin.^s Afternoon Townswomen' s Guild objected to the
reduction in representation of Charlton Kings and the integration
with Cheltenham:

>
(t>) The Reverend D 3 Yerburgh St Marys Charlton Kings objected to
the draft proposals for Charlton Kings in that they did not respect
ecclesiastical parishes and therefore local ties: he would support
a Charlton Kings North -and South warding arrangement:
(q) Charlton Kings Happy Circle Club wished to retain present
boundaries for Charlton Kings;
(r) Mrs Christine Groves objected to changes to Charlton Kings: and
(s) Mrs Henriette Gibbs repeated her original objection to the
Pittville/St Paul's boundary.
4

The comments (a) - Cr) reiterated objections made on the revised

draft scheme concerning the Charlton Kings, College and All Saints'
wards.

The objectors took the view that Charlton Kings was a village

separate from Cheltenham in terms of geographical, social, historical
and ecclesiastical ties. The comments urged that the former urban
district boundary should be respected and that future warding arrangements
for Charlton Kings should keep Charlton Kings separate from the remainder
of Cheltenham.

The objectors considered the warding arrangements to be

detrimental to the community, not only in terms of physically

splitting

the area, but also in the reduction in the number of councillors for that
area.

The comments favoured the adoption of the warding arrangements in

the Council's original draft scheme, which'provided for a total council
of 35 members returned by 12 wards, including a Charlton Kings North ward
and a Charlton Kings South ward respectively electing 2 and 3 members.
5

The comment (s) was a reiteration by Mrs Gibbs of her original

objection to part of the boundary between the Pittville and St Paul's
wards. The draft proposals included part of the present Pittville ward
in the proposed St Paul's ward. Mrs Gibbs, who lives in that area,
considered that her affinity was with the Pittville area centred on
Fittville Park, which her house overlooks.

-3-

6

Having been appointed an Assistant Commissioner by the Secretary of

State for the Home Department at the request of the Commission for the
purpose, I held a local meeting in the Council Chambers, Municipal Offices,
Promenade, Cheltenham on Wednesday 1 November 19?8 at 10.30
representations about the proposed arrangements.

a.m. to hear

Attached is a list of

names and addresses of those attending and the interests they represented.

7

Mr 3 N Wynn Town Clerk and Chief Executive on behalf of the Cheltenham

Borough Council pointed out that under Section ^7(1)

of the Local

Government Act 1972 it was the function of the Commission to make
proposals for effecting changes of electoral arrangements in any local
government area appearing desirable in the interests of effective and
convenient local government.
provided by Section 78(2)

In the performance of this function it was

of the Act that so far as was reasonably

practicable the rules set out in Schedule 11 of the Act should be complied
with, these including the following

sub-paragraphs:

3(2) "Having regard to any change in the number or distribution of the
local government electors of the district or borough likely to take
place within the period of five years immediately following the
consideration - (a) the ratio of the number of local government
electors to the number of councillors to be elected shall be, as
nearly as may bet the same in every ward
3(3)

" and

"Subject to sub-paragraph (2) above, in considering the electoral

arrangements, regard shall be had to - (a) the desirability of fixing
boundaries which are and will remain easily identifiable; and (b) any
local ties which would be broken by the fixing of any particular
boundary."
It was clear, therefore, that when a District Council was reviewing its
ward boundaries, the Council was bound by a hierarchy of legal
considerations which did not rank equally.
-if.

8

Mr Wynn then explained the circumstances under which the revised draft

scheme had been submitted.

The original draft scheme, providing for 12

wards returning 35 members, had been approved by the Council on 2y
September 1975 notwithstanding a prospective compatibility problem which
would arise with county divisions in the likely event of an allocation
of 11 county councillors to Cheltenham by the Gloucestershire County
Council when the "future electoral arrangements for the county were
determined.

The Commission had subsequently raised the compatibility

issue with the Borough Council, who then decided that the most suitable
course was to prepare a scheme which was likely 'to secure compatibility
and would as nearly as might be secure that the ratio
councillors in each ward was equal.

of electors to

The revised draft scneme , providing

for approximately 6000 electors in each of 11 wards achieved those
objectives.
9

i'ir Wynn stated that the objections which had been sent to the

Commission had been largely concerned with the splitting ol" the former
Charlton Kings Urban District in three with the College and All Saints'
wards each combining a part of Charlton Kings with a part of the urban
area of Cheltenham.

The objections had been submitted by the Charlton

Kings Residents Association and other organisations and persons on the
ground that local ties v/ould be broken.

He agreed that the Residents

Association were quite right in saying that the Council must have regard
to local ties but there were other considerations which ranked more
importantly. In the course of ward boundary revisions elsewhere in the
country there were many examples of ancient boroughs and communities
where local ties had been broken in the wider interests of meeting more
important considerations.

The Residents Association's proposals were

deficient in that they did not produce a system of effective and
convenient local government, there could be no compatibility between
the ward boundaries and the county electoral divisions, and the proposals
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\
went no way to meeting the requirement of Section 78(2)

and Schedule 11

to the Act, namely, that the ratio of the number of local government
electors to the number of councillors to be elected should be, as nearly
as might be, the same in every ward of the district. In preparing the
/
revised draft scheme the Council had had an overall look at the borough
and in his view the calculations justified a claim that a result had
been achieved which complied with the Act.
10 The reference by the Residents Association in their objection to the
Commission to the "village" was particularly relevant and important.
There was no disputing the fact that there was a village atmosphere
within Gharlton Kings, but that atmosphere was in a very limited part
of Charlton Kings and was centred around St Mary's Parish Church. The
Residents Association gave the impression that the whole of the present
Charlton Kings ward was the village, and clearly that could not be true.
The total area of Charlton Kings was approximately one-third of the
area of the whole new borough of Cheltenham. He suggested that there
v/ere, in fact, a number of areas in the ward of Charlton Kings which
had no particular allegiance to the village whatsoever, namely, the
Battledown area, the area to the west of Cirencester Road, the Pyeworth
area and the whole rural part of Charlton Kings. The Residents
Association might well say that the village of Charlton Kings had for
centuries maintained its distinctive identity, but on examining closely
the 35 roads which' under the draft proposals would be transferred to
the College ward only 9 represented pre-war development, all the others
having been developed since the war. Returning to the village, Mr V/ynn
would concede straight away that St Mary's Church was not simply the
religious centre of the village but also its community centre.
The community organisations radiating from the Church were exceptionally
strong and well-organised.

It was not without significance that rr.?.ny of
-6-

the organisations which had commented on the proposals were associated
with the Church.. Having conceded that point, he would concede no more,
and would not accept that the sense of identity which was undoubtedly
-nresent in the village itself was "notable throughout the whole area
enclosed by the present boundaries of Charlton Kin^s ward" as claimed
by the Residents Association.

The fact was that the further one moved

from the core, the more dissipated that identity became. Inevitably if
you were living on the boundaries of the ward you looked towards other
centres, indeed to other'parts of Cheltenham, and not back to the
village itself. There were large parts of the area with modern housing
estates which merged imperceptibly with similar estates in other wards
of the town. One would hardly say that the Ewens Farm Estate, the
Beeches Estate or the Bafford Farm Estate looked towards the village of
Charlton Kings. In those parts you had no means of telling whether you
were in Charlton Kings or not.
11 Cirencester Road was a natural boundary between the old village of
Charlton Kings and what was essentially a new post-war part of Charlton
Kino-s
and the draft proposals
v/ould have little or no effect on the
o
^
»
village of Charlton Kings itself. Certainly the proposals which the
Council had submitted did produce tidiness in the warding arrangements
for the borough as a whole, but it was not simply a case of bureaucratic
tidiness, it was an attempt by the Council to comply with the legal
requirements and considerations which were laid down in the Act and also
decisions which had been taken by the Gloucestershire County Council in
respect of electoral divisions within the county area. One of the great
inconsistencies and whole blank areas in the Residents Association's
case was the way in which the Association had ignored the question of
compatibility with the county electoral divisions, and they could well
be faced with an arrangement of county electoral divisions in the
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borough on similar lines to that proposed by the Borough Council for their
warding arrangements.

That would surely cause massive confusion to the

people of Charlton Kings and would certainly not lead to operational
•s

efficiency.
12 Mr Wynn said his previous remarks equally applied to the objections
made by the other associations and persons supporting the Residents
Association. He added that, notwithstanding the fears of the objectors,
he did not consider any of the associations would in fact suffer as a
result of the implementation of the draft proposals. He felt some
sympathy with the position of Mr and Mrs Eccles of Vf Cirencester Road,
who would under the draft proposals be transferred from Charlton Kings
to College ward by reason of Cirencester Road becoming the ward
boundary, inasmuch as their house built at the turn of the century was
closer to the centre of the village than many housing estates with far
less claim, taking into account position and tradition, which would
still be included in Charlton Kings, but such a result was unavoidable
when as was quite proper a main road was used as a ward boundary. Mr
Wynn also referred to an objection by Mr A Hobbs Leader of the Charlton
Kings Youth Club and said that as result of inquiries he had made he
could state that the implementation of the draft proposals would not
restrict the activities of the Charlton Kings Trust which had given
financial help to send young people from Charlton Kings on courses of
leadership and educational teaching.

In commenting on an objection by

the Rev D S Yerburgh, Vicar of St Mary's Parish Charlton Kings Mr Wynn
stated that the draft proposals would not affect the boundaries of the
two ecclesiastical parishes of 3t Mary's and Holy Apostles.
13 Mr V/ynn next referred to an objection which had been sent to the
Commission by Mrs H Gibbs of Hlvesharn House 21 Evesham Road Cheltenham
to the proposed boundary change which would put Svesham Road into
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3t Paul's ward.

Mrs Gibbs had said that it seemed ludicrous for the

occupants of a house such as hers, facing Fittville Park, should have to
vote in St Paul's and not in Pittville ward. Pittville Gates would not
belong to Pittville either, but to St Paul's. Mr Wynn pointed out that
other properties would be involved if Mrs Gibbs1 request to remain in
Pittville ward were acceded to, the total number of electors who might
be affected being 3^1.

14 Mr VJ 3 Fisher of 131 3t George's Road Cheltenham, a borough councillor,
asked if the draft proposals might be reconsidered insofar as a small
area was to be transferred from St Mark's ward to Lansdown ward.

He

claimed that the result would be to remove from 3t Mark's ward, of
which he himself v/as a councillor, the last remaining old part of the
ward and the proposal was disliked by the electors involved. He
suggested that if the question involved was one of securing an
appropriate size of electorate that could be- achieved with less objection
on some other boundary. Mr Wynn in reply said he had no power to bargain
on the matter and-that the change under the draft proposals would Affect
16? electors.
15 Representations in furtherance of the previous objection of the
Charlton Kings Residents Association to the draft proposals so far as
they affected Charlton Kings were submitted on behalf of the Association
by Mr A E Neate of 7^ School Road Charlton Kings, a borough councillor,
and by Mrs G B Kennedy of 39 School Road Charlton Kings, v/ho made the
following points:
(a) All five elected councillors objected because the draft proposals
were against the wishes of the people whom they represented. These
five councillors 1'or Charlton Kings ward were divided as follows 1 Conservative 1 Independent and 3 Charlton Kings Residents
•

Association thus covering a wide divergence of interest and opinion;
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(b) The draft proposals completely ignored the ruling under Schedule
11 of the Act which clearly required that certain rules needed to be
observed and in particular they claimed that the schedule required that
regard be had to any local ties which would be broken by the fixing
of any particular boundary;
(c) Charlton Kings was an historical village and was known to go
back to the 8th century: under the draft proposals three valuable
historical sites would be lost to the village, those being (i) Charlton
Park (ii) Bafford Farm (mentioned in 1?th century parish records) and
(iii) Charlton Common, a much loved and used recreational area by the
locals;
(d) Although on paper Charlton Kings became under the jurisdiction of
the newly formed Cheltenham Borough Council some 5/6 years ago, it was
still very much a village with a strong community spirit - for example,
the Residents Association had a membership of over 1500 out of a
voting population of approximately 8000, a very high proportion
reflecting the strong feeling of pride which the people of Charlton
Kings had in their village;
(e) Under alternatives offered by the Residents Association and others
there would have been 2 seats in the north and J> in the south. In the
Commission's letter of 21 April 1975 to the Borough Council
initiating the review it clearly stated "There may, however, be some
districts where, although it would be desirable to have three member
wards in urban areas, it may be preferable to have single or two
member wards in the rural parts of the district and to provide for
these members to retire in rotation so that one third, as nearly as
may be of the whole council is re-elected in each district election
year".

A considerable part of Charlton Kings in the north and east

was rural;
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(f) The strong community spirit was further illustrated by the fact
that when new estates were being established local voluntary organisations
hurried to welcome them and arrange cheese and wine parties etc. to
include them in the village atmosphere;
Cg) Charlton Kings was one of the most favoured residential areas in
Cheltenham and consequently house prices were correspondingly

higher.

Those residents who under the draft proposals would be excluded would
find over a period of time that, comparatively speaking, their houses
v/ould have lost value: and
(h) So far as the Residents Association could see, there were two
advantages of the draft proposals (i) bureaucratic - they v/ould tidy up
the picture on paper, regardless of people's feelings - that was not
democracy: it did not matter if there was only one county councillor to
cover both of their proposed new wards for he/she v/ould be covering
exactly the same number of constituents as were being covered most
adequately at the present time: and (ii) political - the Borough
Council changed its mind about the proposals because there was political
advantage for one particular - the ruling - party if the changes were
implemented.
16 Strong support was given to the representations of the Residents
Association against the draft proposals with a view to maintaining the unity
of Charlton Kings whether as one ward or as two for electoral purposes by
Mrs D E Munday on behalf of the Charlton Kings Choral Society and the
Charlton Kings Evening Townswomen's Guild, by Councillor i-iary Phillips v;ho
questioned the validity of ths limitation by Mr Wynn of the extent to which
Charlton Kings could be regarded as one village, by Mrs S L Fletcher, by
Mrs M Zccles, by Mr L W Hudson, a resident on the Battledown Estate, who
made similar comments to those of Councillor Phillips and claimed that the
Eattledown "state had a definite allegiance to Charlton Kings and its
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village core and atmosphere, and by Mr W J Robinson, a Charlton Kings
ward councillor, who claimed that there had not been any strong feeling
on the Council in favour of the revised draft scheme, which had only been
approved on a majority vote.

1? Further support to the Residents Association objections was given by
Mr V G Stanton of '-fO Church Street Charlton Kings, a borough councillor
and former Mayor of Cheltenham, and prior to the 197^ reorganisation of
local government for many years a member of the former Charlton Kings
Urban District Council. He referred to the favourable treatment which the
urban district had been led to expect when the merger of Charlton

Kings

and Cheltenham was under consideration and said it v/as very disappointing
to meet with the kind of proposals which had eventually been put forward
by the Borough Council and embodied by the .Commission in the draft
proposals, which failed to maintain the identity of Charlton Kings as a
separate community. He had been a member of the Borough Council working
party which had dealt with the electoral review proposals and when the
Council last year approved the revised draft scheme had submitted a
minority report which sought the implementation of the scheme advocated
by the Residents Association. Like other speakers he stressed the village
atmosphere of Charlton Kings and the way in which newcomers were made
welcome and quickly absorbed into the village community life. Mr Stanton
drew attention to the still continuing rapid growth of Charlton Kings
with an electorate of just under 9000 living in 4000 houses representing
a 2.2 person average per dwelling. He questioned the validity of the
Council's electorate projection for 1981, which only represented a ratio
of approximately 1 additional elector in respect of each new dwelling unit
He also claimed that many of the occupants of new property in Charlton
Kings were newcomers to the area and had not simply moved from local
existing property. Mr Stanton estimated that by 1981 the Charlton Kings
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electorate would increase by 1528 made up as follows: from new dwellings
completed by that time 714 electors, being 2 per dwelling unit from 80
dwelling units in Polling District K and from 27? dwelling units in Polling
District L: from further sites with approval and expected 264 electors,
being 2 per dwelling unit from 26 dwelling units in Polling District K
and 106 dwelling units in Polling District L; and from natural increase
(including attainment of majority) 550.electors, 250 being from Polling
District K and 300 being from Foiling District L. Mr Stanton said he made
no apology for stressing the need to maintain the integrity of Charlton
Kings and for the allocation of two wards for its electorate.

18 Further objection to the draft proposals was made on behalf of the
Cheltenham Conservative Association Charlton Kings ward Committee by
Mr MT

Abbott of 4? Sandy Lane Charlton Kings, a county councillor, who

in requesting the creation of 2 three member Charlton Kings wards made
the following submissions:
(a) The current ward electorate was 8315i comprising 3044 from
Foiling District K and 5271 from Polling District L;
(b) The aim was to rationalise the imbalance between the two polling
districts to produce two independent wards each to be represented by
three borough councillors;
Cc) On local government reorganisation under the Act of 1972 Charlton
Kings was allocated five councillors by the Home Office after the then
Borough Council had proposed four and the then Urban 'District Council
had proposed six. In September 1975 the new Borough Council passed a
resolution that Charlton Kings should be divided into two wards with
tvjo and three borough councillors respectively and one county
councillor each. That recommendation was rejected by the County Council
(believed to be at a Committee stage) on the ground that it would be
incompatible with the county electoral divisions.
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$s of now, a pattern

of consistency could be seen reaching back to 1972, and the ward
Committee v/ere pressing for two wards;
(d) The ward Committee rejected the point put forward in the past that
to create two county council seats in Charlton Kings would set a
precedent throughout the country. If a justifiable need could be shown
for representation of the people by an extra county council seat then
any question of precedent was irrelevant and manifestly unfair. Facts
were more important than precedents;
(e) The Committee understood that the Commission, in realigning ward
boundaries, was expected to take into account community of interest.
Whereas, on amalgamation with Cheltenham Borough, they were pleased to
share in the wider facilities enjoyed by the borough, it was feared
that Charlton Kings would lose its identity on being swallowed up by a
larger conurbation. Real fears of this were still being expressed by
many long-standing residents; this was now threatening to become a
reality through the current proposal to hive off large areas of
Charlton Kings to adjoining wards. Whilst wishing to play their, role
in the future of Cheltenham and Charlton Kings together, it was felt
desirable to retain the two wards Charlton Kings (North) and Charlton
Kings (South);
(f) One difficulty in re-drawing ward boundaries was that population
movement could soon make them out of date. The information having been
obtained from official sources, the Committee submitted an electorate
projection which anticipated an increase in the Charlton Kings electorate
of 1800 by 1981 made up thus: from current development programme 89?
electors, being 2-J electors per dwelling unit from Si dwelling units in
Polling District K and 2?8 such units in Polling District L, from further
sites anticipated for approval by 1981 2^5 electors, being 2-=r electors
per dwelling unit from 22 dwelling units in Polling District K and from

76 dwelling units in Polling District L: and from natural increase
(population movement, death, majority attainment) 658 electors, being
275 from Polling District K and 383 from Polling District L. These
increases together with a suggested transfer of 69 electors from
College ward would produce a total electorate of 1018^, 3576 being in
Polling District K and 6608 in Polling District L. That imbalance
could be corrected by a geographical division shown on a plan submitted
to form two wards in the following manner, namely:
Localities to move from L to K
Part London Road
Hearne Road/Close
Ledmore Road
Part School Road
Church Walk
Part Church Street (odd)
Part Lyefield Road East
(odd)
Grovelands Close
Part Copt Elm Road
Part Lyefield Road West
(odd)
Copt Elm Close
Brookway Drive
Brookway Road
Part Cirencester Road
(odd)
Charlton Park Convent
Charlton Park site

Balance to remain in L

151
62
72
92
21
28

^3

3^
23
117

32 (even)

35
8*f
57
26
45
20
655
1522

3
93

36
14 (even)

^01

These transfers v/ould add 1522 to Polling District K making an
electorate of 5098 and would reduce Polling District L by the same
amount to 5086. They believed that their plan could be met mainly
from within Charlton Kings, thus avoiding a major redistribution of
ward boundaries throughout Cheltenham. It should, nevertheless, be
borne in mind that part of Charlton Kings was taken into Cheltenham
at an earlier date, namely, that part from Holy Apostles (London
Road) to Old Bath Road, and that part of oandford Mill Road/Haywards
Road to Battledown Approach. A small part of College ward, namely,
Nos 162 to 178 Old Bath Road together with Mos 102 to 114 and 91 to
11-1 Charlton Lane could be returned to Charlton Kings taking the
-15-
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disused railway line as a natural boundary; and
(g) For the above reasons the Committee urged the Commission to take
note of and adopt their proposals.
19 Mr G C Wall of 57 Church Street Charlton Kings described the draft
proposals as a botched job and expressed his strong support for the
objections of the Residents Association. He emphasised the identification
of Beeches End and Battle Farm with Charlton Kings, particularly from
the communication angle.
20 Mr Neate referred to the submissions which had been made by the
Cheltenham Conservative Association Charlton Kings ward Committee
urging the creation of two three member Charlton Kings wards and said
that the Residents Association wished to support those submissions.
21 Mr V/ynn referred to the electorate projections made by Mr Stanton
and l-ir Abbott and claimed that those of the Council which had been put
forward in support of the revised draft scheme were more consistent
with recent experience when the ratio of the increase in electorate to
the provision of additional dwelling units had been approximately 1:1.
During the years 1971 - 1977 the position for Cheltenham Borough had
been
Dwelling Completions
1971
1972
1973
1974
1971?
1976
1977

Electors
62,144
62,630
63,560
b3,699
64,356
64,796
65,171

331

514

403
4lt?

551
598

2812

'+

+486
- +930
+ 139
+657
+420
+375

3,027

In Charlton Kings alone the position had been between 1976 and 1978
Dwelling Completions
Electors
1.10-76
8,328 (provisional)
1.10.77
8,315
1.10.78
8,430 (provisional)
.

+

+

112
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At 30 October 1978 59 dwellings were under construction, J>kJ> outstanding
in Charlton Kings. Mr Wynn gave the following reasons for the low ratio
of electors to new dwellings, namely (a) vacancies and (b) reduced
occupancy rates due to (i) hidden households being given the opportunity
to buy their own property with new development and (ii) increasing
proportion of single person households. He also offered the following
further information concerning births and deaths in Cheltenham Borough
from 1971 to

1977:

Year

Births

1971

1158
1058

1972
1973
1974

1975
1976
1977

Deaths

999
1060
1089
1039
1138
1141
1064

1041
1031
1041

937
946

N.I./N.D.

+ 159
-

2
48

-

8

- 97
- 204
- 118

22 I made private inspections of the borough before and after the
meeting and having considered the representations made and the information
given at the meeting my views and recommendations follow.
23 In my opinion the draft proposals provide electoral

arrangements

<>
which on the basis of the Council's electoral estimates give an

acceptable standard of representation under which the ratio of the number
of local government electors to the number of councillors to be elected
is and will be during the period to 1981 as nearly as may be the same in
every ward. It is true that the draft proposals involve the breaking of
local ties so far as local government electoral arrangements are concerned
in the area of the former Charlton Kings Urban District, but the original
draft scheme submitted by the Borough Council, which retained the whole
of the former urban district within two Charlton Kings wards, while not
breaking those ties did not provide an arrangement which would comply
satisfactorily with the electorate/councillor ratio rule and I do not
recommend its implementation. The disappointment of the Charlton Kings
-17-

Residents Association with the draft proposals can be understood in
view of the earlier incorporation of their wishes in the original draft
scheme of the Borough Council. There is also undoubtedly a strong and
sincere feeling in Charlton Kings determined to resist any step considered
to be a" threat to the identity of the area. At the sane time I believe the
fear as to the effect of implementation of'the draft proposals concerning
electoral representation upon that identity to be exaggerated and I do
not consider that the various Charlton Kings Associations and Organisations
would in fact suffer from such implementation. 'The representations of the
Charlton Kings Residents Association in support of the original draft
scheme were reinforced by Mr Stanton on the additional ground that the
prospective electorate of the Charlton Kings area was being underestimated
by the Council, regard being had to the effect of current and anticipated
building development and the natural increase of electorate to be expected
by 1981. From the information supplied on behalf of the Council the
Council's estimate appeared more consistent with recent experience and I
do not consider that the increase in electorate during the period to
1981 will be such as to make the Council's original scheme as satisfactory
?.s the draft proposals so far as the electorate/ councillor ratios are
concerned. The Cheltenham Conservative Association Charlton Kings ward
Committee sought acceptance of an even higher electorate estimate

for

Charlton Kings than Mr Stanton and in so doinrr contended that there would
be sufficient justification for six councillors from two three member
wards instead of the five councillors from one three member and one two
member ward provided for by Mr Stanton. After Mr Abbott had spoken on
behalf of the ward Committee Mr Neate also added the support of the
Charlton Kings Residents Association to Mr Abbott's submission. The ward
Committee's electoral estimate, like that of Mr Stanton, is not in my
opinion likely to be achieved and I do not consider that the increase in
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electorate during the period to 1981 will be such as to enable two three
member wards to be created almost wholly based on the present Charlton
Kings area and producing similar electorate/councillor

ratios to the other

Cheltenham wards. Turning to the question of compatibility of borough
v/ards with county divisions, while this may not be essential it is very
desirable.

Although a final decision on the size of the Gloucestershire

County Council may not yet have been taken, it does seem, having regard
to the electorates of the six Gloucestershire county districts, very
probable that the maximum number of seats allocated to Cheltenham will be
eleven, if, as is the case, the Borough Council have been able to devise
an eleven ward scheme providing within narrow limits similar

electorate/

councillor ratios for each ward, such scheme is clearly compatible with
the probable county divisions for Cheltenham and is worthy of support on
that ground. I consider that a twelve ward scheme on the basis originally
suggested by the Charlton Kings Residents Association and Mr Stanton or
on that suggested by the Cheltenham Conservative Association

Charlton

Kings ward Committee could not satisfy the electorate/councillor

ratio

rule as do the draft proposals, and also would not meet the policy of the
f

Borough Council'as to compatibility, a policy which I believe is justified •
and compliance with which is in my opinion being reasonably sought by the
Council.

2k With regard to the objection made by Mrs H Gibbs as to the transfer of
her house from Fittville ward to St Paul's ward, this transfer was proposed
to equalise to some extent the electorates of the'two wards. Mrs Gibbs'
request could not justifiably be acceded to without taking similar action
with regard to a number of other houses and none of the residents has made
any similar request. To comply with Mrs Gibbs1 request would also increase
the difference between the two ward electorates rather than reduce it and
I do not recommend that the request be acceded to.
-19-

25 The request of Mr Fisher for the amendment of the boundary between
St Mark's and Lansdown wards raises a similar question, but while it
is a plea for which I am not without some sympathy I regret that I
cannot see sufficient justification to recommend that it be acceded to

26 To sum up, having given consideration to all the objections,
including in particular those concerning the breaking of local ties
in the Charlton Kings area, I recommend that the Commission's draft
proposals for the Borough of Cheltenham be implemented without
amendment and do so in the belief that they are the most suitable
proposals to provide effective and convenient local government for
the borough in compliance with the provisions of the Local Government
Act

1972.
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT, 1972
LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND
MEETING HELD ON 1 NOVEMBER 19?8 BY ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER J P ASPDEN TO
INQUIRE INTO THE FUTURE ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS FOR TH5 BOROUGH OF CHELTENHAM.
List of names and addresses of those attending and the interests represented
Names

Addresses

D E Munday

Municipal Offices
Municipal Offices
Municipal Offices
if? 'Sandy Lane C.K.
43 Cudnall St
Charlton Kings
Gloucestershire Echo
Clarence Parade
Cheltenham
Tewkesbury
7k School Road C.K..
39 School Road C.K.
19 Copt Elm Close C.K.
Douglas House
Vittoria HalR
Cheltenham
15 Bath Road
20? Cirencester Rd

P D Munday
A Roberts
Laurence W
Hudson
V G Stanton

207 Cirencester Rd'
26 Sherdington Road
Hillcrest Birchley Rd
Cheltenham Glos
40 Church St C/Kings

G C Wall
W 3 Fisher

57 Church St C K
131 St George's Rd
Cheltenham
31 Ravensgate Road
Charlton Kings
44 Cirencester Road
Charlton Kings
28 Chase Avenue C K

E
R
L
M
J

N
C
E
T
M

Vynn
Wills
Brown
Abbott
Morris

Peter Wood
D J Mills
G B Kennedy
A 3 Meate
Mary Phillips
H S Bendall"

5 L Fletcher
M Socles
W
?
?
?

J Robinson
Hawker
Loves
Sturdy

Pilford Avenue

Interests represented
Cheltenham Borough Council
Cheltenham Borough Council
Cheltenham Borough Council
Charlton Kings Conservative Association
myself and my husband Mr T D Morris
Glos Echo

Tewkesbury Borough Council
C.K.Residents Asscn
C.K.Residents Asscn
as a local representative
Cheltenham Conservative Association
myself
Charlton Kings Choral Society and
Charlton Kings Townswomen's Guild
Resident
Charlton Kings Conservative Assocn
My wife and myself
Conservatives - service years
Dist and 5 Borough

?.6 Urban

Borough councillor (3t Mark's)

Borough councillor (CharIton Kings)
Cheltenham Liberal Asscn
Guides and Brownies

SCHEDULE 2
BOROUGH OP CHELTENHAM:

NAMES OF PROPOSED WARDS AND NUMBER OF COUNCILLORS

NAME OF WARD

.

NO. OF COUNCILLORS

All Saints1

3

College

3

Char1ton Kings

3

Hatherley

3

Hesters

ffay

3

Lansdown

3

Park

3

Pittville

3

St Mark's

3

St Paul's

3

St Peter's

3

SCHEDULE 3
BOROUGH OF CHELTENHAM - DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED WAED BOUNDARIES

Note: Where a boundary is described as following a road, railway, river,
canal or similar feature it should be deemed to follow the centre
line of the feature unless otherwise stated.

HESO!ERS WAY WARD

Commencing at a point where the northern boundary of the Borough meets^ .
Princess Elizabeth Way, thence southwestwards and westwards along said
way via its carriageway east and south of Coronation Square and continuing
southwestwards along said way to Gloucester Road, thence southwestwards and
northwestwards along said road to the B4063 road, thence northwestwards
along said road to the western boundary of the Borough, thence northeastwards along said borough boundary and generally southeastwards along the
northern boundary of the Borough to the point of commencement.

ST PETER'S WARD

Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Hesters Way Ward meets
the northern boundary of the Borough, thence northeastward and generally
southeastwards along said Borough boundary to the Cheltenham and Honeybourne
branch railway, thence southwestwards along said railway to Millbrook Street,
thence northwestwards along said street to Gloucester Road, thence southwestwards along said road to Alstone Lane, thence northwestwards along said
lane and Orchard Way to the eastern boundary of Hesters Way Ward, thence
northeastward along said ward boundary to the point of commencement.

ST PAUL'S WAED

Commencing at

a

point where the eastern boundary of St Peter's Ward meets

the northern boundary of the Borough, thence generally northwards and eastwards along said Borough boundary to Evesham Road, thence southwards along

said road to Wellington Road, thence southeast wards along said road, cross^
ing Prestbury Road, to the roundabout known as Pittville Circus, thence
southeastwards crossing said roundabout and continuing southeastwards along
Pittville Circus Road to All Saints' Road, thence southwards along said
road to Selkirk Street, thence northwestwards along said street to Sherborne
Street, thence southwestwards along said street to Fairview Road, thence
southeastwards along said road to a point opposite the northwestern boundary
of the Athletic Ground, thence southwestwards to and along said boundary and
the northwestern boundary of the Electricity Sub-Station to Albion Street,
thence southeastwards along said street to St James's Street, thence southwestwards along said street to High Street, thence northwestwards along
said street to the road known as Promenade, thence southwestwards along said
road to St George's Road, thence northwestwards along said road to "the
Cheltenham and Honeybourne branch railway, 'thence northeastwards along said
railway and the eastern boundary of St Peter's Ward to the point of commencement .

PITTVILLE WARD

Commencing at —a- point where the eastern boundary of St Paul's Ward meets
the northern boundary of the Borough, thence generally southeastwards along
said Borough boundary to the western boundary of Parcel No 5061 as shown on
Ordnance Survey 1:2500 Plan SO 98-9922 Edition of 1973, thence southwestwards
along said boundary to the access road leading to the property known as The
Hewletts, thence southeastwards along said access road to the road known as
Aggs Hill, thence southwestwards along said road to the road known as Harp
Hill, thence southwestwards and northwestwards along said road and continuing northwestwards along Hewlett Road to Pittville Circus Road, thence
northwestwards along said road to the eastern boundary of St Paul's Ward,
thence northwestwards and northwards along said ward boundary to the point
of commencement.

ALL SAINTS' WARD

Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of St Paul's Ward meets
the southern boundary of Pittville Ward, at the junction of All Saints'
Road and Pittville Circus Road, thence southeastwards along said southern
boundary to Oakley Road, thence southwestwards along said road to the road
known as Battledown Approach, thence northwestwards along said road to a
point opposite the eastern boundary of the property known as Downside,
thence southwestwards to and along said boundary to the rear boundary of
said property, thence northwestwards along said rear boundary and the rear
boundaries of the properties known as Waverley, South Winds, Nos 1 to 8
Battledown Grange, Broad Acres, The Nest and Grove House to Haywards Road,
thence southwestwards along said road to London Road, thence northwestwards
along said road to Sandford Mill Road, thence southwestwards along said
road to Old Bath Road, thence southwards along said road to Sandford Road,
thence northwestwards along said road to Bath Road, thence northeastwards
along said road to the southern boundary of St Paul's Ward, thence southeastwards along said boundary and generally northeastwards along the eastern boundary of said ward to the point of commencement.

LANSDOWN WARD

Commencing at a point where the southern boundary of St Paulfe Wards meets
the western 'boundary of All Saints' Ward at the junction of High Street and
Bath Road, thence southwestwards along said western boundary to Suffolk
Road, thence northwestwards along said road to the road known as Suffolk
Square, thence northeastwards and "northwestwards along said road to the unnamed road at the rear of Nos 1 to 15 Montpellier Terrace, thence northwestwards along said unnamed road to Lansdown Road, thence southwestwards
along said road and via its carriageway north of Westal Green, continuing

northwestwards along said road and westwards along Gloucester Road to
Griffiths Avenue, thence northeastwards along said Avenue to'Libertus Road,
thence southeastwards along said road to Rowanfield Road, thence northeastwards along said road to the southern boundary of St Peter's Ward, thence
southeastwards, northeastwards and southeastwards along said ward boundary
to the western boundary of St Paul's Ward, thence southwestwards along
said boundary to the southern boundary of said ward, thence southeastwards,
northeastwards and southeastwards along said ward boundary to the point of
commencement.

ST MARK'S WARD

Commencing at a point where the eastern boundary of Hesters Way Ward
meets the southwestern boundary of St Peter's Ward, thence southeastwards
along said southwestern boundary to the western boundary of Lanadown Ward,
thence southwestwards

along said ward boundary to Gloucester Road, thence

northwestwards along said road to the eastern boundary of Hesters Way Ward
thence generally northeastwards along said ward boundary to the point of
commencement.

HATHERLEY WARD

Commencing at a point where the western boundary of the Borough meets the
southern boundary of Hesters Way Ward, thence southeastwards and northeastwards along said ward boundary to the southern boundary of St Mark's
Ward, thence southeastwards along said southern boundary and the southern
boundary of. Lansdown Ward to Hatherley Road, thence southwestwards along
said road to Warden Hill Road, thence southwestwards along said road to
the southwestern boundary of the Borough, thence generally northwestwards
along said borough boundary and northeastwards along the western boundary

of the Borough to the point of commencement.

PARK WARD

Commencing at a point where the southwestern boundary of the Borough meets
the eastern boundary of Hatherley Ward, thence northeastwards along said
ward boundary to the southern boundary of Lansdown Ward, thence generally
eastwards, southwestwards and eastwards along said ward boundary to Bath
Road, thence southwestwards along said road to Leckharapton Road, thence
southeastwards along said road to the southwestern boundary of the Borough
at the junction with Church Road, thence southwestwards and northwestwards
along said borough boundary to the point of commencement.

COLLEGE WARD

Commencing at a point where the southwestern boundary of the Borough meets
the eastern boundary of Park Ward, thence northwestwards and northeastwards
along said ward boundary and continuing northeastwards along the eastern
boundary of Lansdown Ward to the southern boundary of 'All Saints1 Ward,
thence southeastwards, generally northeastwards and southeastwards along
said ward boundary to Cirencester Road,"thence generally southeastwards'
along said road to the southern boundary of the Borough, thence generally
northwestwards along said borough boundary and the southwestern boundary of
the Borough to the point of commencement.

CHARLTON KINGS WARD

Commencing at a point where the southern boundary of the Borough meets the
eastern boundary of College Ward, thence generally northwestwards along
said ward boundary to the eastern boundary of All Saints' Ward, thence

generally northeastwards along said ward boundary to the southern boundary
of Pittville Ward, thence southeastwards and northeastwards along said
ward boundary to the northern boundary of the Borough, thence eastwards,
generally southwards and southwestwards along the northern, eastern and
southern boundaries of the Borough to the point of commencement.

