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What is The Boundary Committee for England?
The Boundary Committee for England is a committee of The Electoral Commission, an
independent body set up by Parliament under the Political Parties, Elections and Referendums
Act 2000. The functions of the Local Government Commission for England were transferred to
The Electoral Commission and its Boundary Committee on 1 April 2002 by the Local
Government Commission for England (Transfer of Functions) Order 2001 (SI 2001 No 3692).
The Order also transferred to The Electoral Commission the functions of the Secretary of State
in relation to taking decisions on recommendations for changes to local authority electoral
arrangements and implementing them.
Members of the Committee:
Pamela Gordon (Chair)
Professor Michael Clarke CBE
Robin Gray
Joan Jones CBE
Ann M. Kelly
Professor Colin Mellors
Archie Gall (Director)
We are required by law to review the electoral arrangements of every principal local authority in
England. Our aim is to ensure that the number of electors represented by each councillor in an
area is as nearly as possible the same, taking into account local circumstances. We can
recommend changes to the number of councillors elected to the council, division boundaries
and division names.
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Summary
We began a review of Gloucestershire’s electoral arrangements on 6 August 2002.
•

This report summarises the submissions we received during the first stage of the
review, and makes draft recommendations for change.

We found that the current arrangements provide unequal representation of electors in
Gloucestershire:
•
•

in 41 of the 63 divisions, each of which are currently represented by a single
councillor, the number of electors varies by more than 10% from the average for the
county and 19 divisions vary by more than 20%;
by 2006 this situation is expected to continue with the number of electors forecast to
vary by more than 10% from the average in 37 divisions and by more than 20% in 21
divisions.

Our main proposals for Gloucestershire’s future electoral arrangements (see Tables 1 and 2
and Paragraphs 130 – 131) are that:
•
•

Gloucestershire should have 63 councillors, the same as at present, representing 54
divisions;
as the divisions are based on district wards which have themselves been changed as
a result of recent district reviews, the boundaries of almost all divisions will be
subject to change.

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

In 40 of the proposed 54 divisions the number of electors per councillor would vary
by no more than 10% from the average for the county.
This level of electoral equality is expected to improve further with the number of
electors per councillor in 44 divisions expected to vary by no more than 10% from the
average by 2006.

This report sets out draft recommendations on which comments are invited.
•

•

•

We will consult on these proposals for eight weeks from 27 August 2003. We take this
consultation very seriously. We may decide to move away from our draft
recommendations in light of comments or suggestions that we receive. It is therefore
important that all interested parties let us have their views and evidence, whether or
not they agree with our draft recommendations.
After considering local views, we will decide whether to modify our draft
recommendations. We will then submit our final recommendations to The Electoral
Commission, which will be responsible for implementing change to the local
authority electoral arrangements.
The Electoral Commission will decide whether to accept, modify or reject our final
recommendations. It will also decide when any changes will come into effect.
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You should express your views by writing directly to us at the address below by 21 October
2003.
The Team Leader
Gloucestershire County Council Review
The Boundary Committee for England
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Street
London SW1P 2HW
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Table 1: Draft recommendations: Summary
Division name
(by district council area)

Number of
councillors

Constituent district wards

Cheltenham
1

All Saints

2

All Saints ward; Charlton Park ward; College ward;
Leckhampton ward

2

Charlton Kings

1

Battledown ward; Charlton Kings ward

3

Hesters Way & Up
Hatherley

2

Benhall & The Reddings ward, Hesters Way ward, Up Hatherley
ward

4

Lansdown, Park &
Warden Hill

2

Lansdown ward; Park ward; Warden Hill ward

5

Oakley, Pittville &
Prestbury

2

Oakley ward; Pittville ward; Prestbury ward

6

St Mark’s, St Paul’s
& St Peter’s

2

St Mark’s ward; St Paul’s ward, St Peter’s ward, part of Swindon
Village ward (the unparished area)

7

Springbank

1

Springbank ward; part of Swindon Village ward (the parishes of
Swindon Village and Prestbury West)

Cotswold
8

Bourton

1

Bourton-on-the Water ward; Rissingtons ward; Riversmeet
ward, Three Rivers ward

9

Cirencester

2

Cirencester Beeches ward; Cirencester Chesterton ward;
Cirencester Park ward; Cirencester Stratton-Whiteway ward;
Cirencester Watermoor ward

10

East Cotswold

1

Fairford ward; Hampton ward; Kempsford-Lechlade ward

11

Moreton-Stow

1

Beacon-Stow ward; Fosseridge ward; Moreton-in-Marsh ward

12

North Cotswold

1

Blockley ward; Campden Vale ward

13

Northleach

1

Ampney Coln ward; Chedworth ward; Churn Valley ward;
Northleach ward; Sandywell ward

14

South Cotswold

1

Ermin ward; Thames Head ward; Water Park ward

15

Tetbury

1

Avening ward; Grumbolds Ash ward; Tetbury ward

Forest of Dean
16

Brooksdean

1

Lydbrook & Ruarden ward; Mitcheldean & Drybrook ward

17

Cinderford

1

Cinderford East ward; Cinderford West ward.

18

Coleford

1

Coleford Central ward; Coleford East ward

19

Lyndney

1

Awre ward; Lyndney East ward; Lyndney North ward

20

Mid Dean

1

Blaisdon & Longhope ward; Churcham & Huntley ward;
Newnham & Westbury ward; Tibberton ward

21

Newent

1

Bromesberrow & Dymock ward; Hartpury ward; Newent Central
ward; Oxenhall & Newent North East ward; Redmarley ward

22

Pillowell & Littledean

1

Littledean & Ruspidge ward; Pillowell ward

23

Tidenham

1

Alvington, Aylburton & West Lyndney ward; Hewelsfield &
Woolaston ward; Tidenham ward

24

West Dean

1

Berry Hill ward; Bream ward; Christchurch & English Bicknor
ward; Newland & St Briavels ward
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number of
councillors

Constituent district wards

Gloucester
25

Abbey

1

Abbey ward

26

Barnwood

1

Barnwood ward

27

Barton & Tredworth

1

Barton & Tredworth ward

28

Hucclecote

1

Hucclecote ward

29

Longlevens

1

Longlevens ward

30

Matson &
Robinswood

1

Matson & Robinswood ward

31

Moreland

1

Moreland ward

32

Podsmead & Tuffley

1

Podsmead ward; Tuffley ward

33

Quedgeley

2

Grange ward; Quedgeley Fieldcourt ward; Quedgeley Severn
Vale ward.

34

Westgate &
Kingsholm

2

Elmbridge ward; Kingsholm & Wotton ward; Westgate ward

Stroud
35

Berkeley Vale

1

Berkeley ward; Severn ward; Vale ward

36

Bisley & Painswick

1

Bisley ward; Over Stroud ward; Painswick ward

37

Cam

1

Cam East ward; Cam West ward.

38

Chalford

1

Chalford ward; Thrupp ward

39

Dursley

1

Coaley & Uley ward; Dursley ward

40

Nailsworth &
Minchinhampton

1

Minchinhampton ward; Nailsworth ward

41

North Stroud

1

Eastington & Standish ward; Hardwicke ward; Upton St
Leonards ward

42

Rodborough &
Woodchester

1

Rodborough ward; Woodchester ward; part of The Stanleys
ward (the parish of Kings Stanley)

43

Stonehouse

1

Stonehouse ward; part of The Stanleys ward (the parishes of
Frocester and Leonard Stanley)

44

Stroud East

1

Central ward; Slade ward; Trinity ward; Uplands ward; Valley
ward

45

Stroud West

1

Cainscross ward; Farmhill & Paganhill ward

46

Wotton-under-Edge

1

Kingswood ward; Wotton-under-Edge ward

Tewkesbury
47

Aschurch, Cleeve &
Oxenton Hills

1

Aschurch with Walton Cardiff ward; Cleeve Hill ward; Oxenton
Hill ward.

48

Bishop’s Cleeve

1

Cleeve Grange ward; Cleeve St Michael’s ward; Cleeve West
ward

49

Brockworth

1

Brockworth ward; Hucclecote ward

50

Churchdown &
Innsworth

1

Churchdown St Johns ward; Innsworth with Down Hatherley

51

Churchdown &
Shurdington

1

Badgeworth ward; Churchdown Brookfield ward; Shurdington
ward

52

Severn Vale

1

Coombe Hill ward; Highnam with Haw Bridge ward
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number of
councillors

Constituent district wards

53

Tewkesbury

2

Northway ward; Tewkesbury Newtown ward; Tewkesbury
Prior’s Park ward; Tewkesbury Town with Mitton ward; Twyning
ward

54

Winchcombe

1

Isbourne ward; Winchcombe ward

Notes
1. The constituent district wards are those resulting from the electoral reviews of the six Gloucestershire
districts which were completed in 2001. Where whole district wards do not form the building blocks,
constituent parishes and parish wards are listed.
2 The large map inserted at the back of the report illustrates the proposed divisions outlined above.
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Table 2: Draft recommendations for Gloucestershire
Division name
(by district council
name)

Number
of councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Number of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2006)

Number of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Cheltenham
1

All Saints

2

16,219

8,110

16

16,398

8,199

12

2

Charlton Kings

1

7,910

7,910

13

7,968

7,986

9

3

Hesters Way & Up
Hatherley

2

12,263

6,132

-12

13,098

6,549

-10

4

Lansdown, Park &
Warden Hill

2

12,788

6,394

-9

13,418

6,709

-8

5

Oakley, Pittville &
Prestbury

2

12,894

6,447

-8

13,029

6,515

-11

6

St Marks’s, St Paul’s
& St Peter’s

2

15,062

7,531

8

16,014

8,007

9

7

Springbank

1

6,859

6,859

-2

7,118

7,118

-3

Cotswold
8

Bourton

1

7,344

7,344

5

7,547

7,547

3

9

Cirencester

2

14,524

7,262

4

14,730

7,365

1

10

East Cotswold

1

7,526

7,526

8

7,720

7,720

6

11

Moreton-Stow

1

6,802

6,802

-3

7,088

7,088

-3

12

North Cotswold

1

6,272

6,272

-10

6,361

6,361

-13

13

Northleach

1

7,146

7,146

2

7,263

7,263

-1

14

South Cotswold

1

7,010

7,010

0

7,198

7,198

-2

15

Tetbury

1

7,184

7,184

3

7,427

7,427

2

Forest of Dean
16

Brooksdean

1

7,347

7,347

5

7,902

7,902

8

17

Cinderford

1

6,292

6,292

-10

7,277

7,277

-1

18

Coleford

1

6,563

6,563

-6

7,039

7,039

-4

19

Lyndney

1

6,735

6,735

-4

8,080

8,080

10

20

Mid Dean

1

6,731

6,731

-4

6,919

6,919

-5

21

Newent

1

8,363

8,363

20

8,804

8,804

20

22

Pillowell & Littledean

1

5,641

5,641

-19

5,970

5,970

-18

23

Tidenham

1

7,858

7,858

12

8,253

8,253

13

24

West Dean

1

7,805

7,805

12

7,972

7,972

9

Gloucester
25

Abbey

1

7,303

7,303

4

7,303

7,303

0

26

Barnwood

1

6,511

6,511

-7

7,194

7,194

-2

27

Barton & Tredworth

1

6,892

6,892

-1

7,103

7,103

-3

28

Hucclecote

1

7,266

7,266

4

7,278

7,278

-1

29

Longlevens

1

7,246

7,246

4

7,499

7,499

2

30

Matson &
Robinswood

1

7,665

7,665

10

7,693

7,693

5
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Division name
(by district council
name)

Number
of councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Number of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2006)

Number of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

31

Moreland

1

7,140

7,140

2

7,177

7,177

-2

32

Podsmead & Tuffley

1

6,870

6,870

-2

7,057

7,057

-4

33

Quedgeley

2

13,272

6,636

-5

14,506

7,253

-1

34

Westgate &
Kingsholm

2

12,482

6,241

-11

14,684

7,342

0

Stroud
35

Berkeley Vale

1

8,300

8,300

19

8,388

8,388

15

36

Bisley & Painswick

1

6,611

6,611

-5

6,716

6,716

-8

37

Cam

1

6,628

6,628

-5

6,654

6,654

-9

38

Chalford

1

6,759

6,759

-3

6,878

6,878

-6

39

Dursely

1

6,451

6,451

-8

6,617

6,617

-10

40

Nailsworth &
Minchinhampton

1

8,291

8,291

19

8,709

8,709

19

41

North Stroud

1

6,917

6,917

-1

7,077

7,077

-3

42

Rodborough &
Woodchester

1

7,403

7,403

6

7,455

7,455

2

43

Stonehouse

1

6,982

6,982

0

7,097

7,097

-3

44

Stroud East

1

8,127

8,127

16

8,260

8,260

13

45

Stroud West

1

6,882

6,882

-2

7,072

7,072

-3

46

Wotton-under-Edge

1

6,564

6,564

-6

6,628

6,628

-9

Tewkesbury
47

Aschurch, Cleeve &
Oxenton Hills

1

6,137

6,137

-12

7,489

7,489

2

48

Bishop’s Cleeve

1

7,916

7,916

13

8,253

8,253

13

49

Brockworth

1

6,158

6,158

-12

7,590

7,590

4

50

Churchdown &
Innsworth

1

6,951

6,951

-1

7,075

7,075

-3

51

Churchdown &
Shurdington

1

6,765

6,765

-3

6,818

6,818

-7

52

Severn Vale

1

7,245

7,245

4

7,325

7,325

0

53

Tewkesbury

2

13,072

6,536

-7

13,900

6,950

-5

54

Winchcombe

1

6,691

6,691

-4

6,862

6,862

-6

Totals

63

440,635

–

–

460,950

–

–

Averages

–

–

6,994

–

–

7,317

–

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

1 This report contains our proposals for the electoral arrangements for the county of
Gloucestershire, on which we are now consulting. Our review of the county is part of the
programme of periodic electoral reviews (PERs) of all 386 principal local authority areas in
England. This programme started in 1996 and is expected to finish in 2004.
2
•

•
•

In carrying out these county reviews, we must have regard to:
the statutory criteria contained in section 13(5) of the Local Government Act 1992 (as
amended by SI 2001 No. 3692), i.e. the need to:
− reflect the identities and interests of local communities;
− secure effective and convenient local government; and
− achieve equality of representation.
Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972.
the general duty set out in section 71(1) of the Race Relations Act 1996 and the statutory
Code of Practice on the Duty to Promote Race Equality (Commission for Racial Equality,
May 2002), i.e. to have due regard to:
− eliminate unlawful racial discrimination;
− promote equality of opportunity; and
− promote good relations between people of different racial groups.

3 Details of the legislation under which we work are set out in The Electoral Commission’s
Guidance and Procedural Advice for Periodic Electoral Reports (published by the EC, July
2002). This Guidance sets out our approach to the reviews.
4 Our task is to make recommendations on the number of councillors who should serve on a
council, the number of members returned from each division and the number, boundaries and
names of electoral divisions. In each two-tier county, our approach is first to complete the PERs
of all the constituent districts and, when the Orders for the resulting changes in those areas
have been made, then to commence a PER of the County Council’s electoral arrangements.
Orders were made for the new electoral arrangements in the districts in Gloucestershire in
November 2001 and we are now embarking on our county review in this area.
5 Prior to the commencement of Part IV of the Local Government Act 2000, each county
council division could only return one member. This restraint has now been removed by section
89 of the 2000 Act, and we may now recommend the creation of multi-member county divisions.
However, we do not expect to recommend large numbers of multi-member divisions other than,
perhaps, in the more urban areas of a county.
6 Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972 sets out the Rules to be observed in
Considering Electoral Arrangements. These statutory Rules state that each division should be
wholly contained within a single district and that division boundaries should not split unwarded
parishes or parish wards.
7 In the Guidance, we state that we wish wherever possible to build on schemes which have
been created locally on the basis of careful and effective consultation. Local people are normally
in a better position to judge what council size and ward configurations are most likely to secure
effective and convenient local government in their areas, while also reflecting the identities and
interests of local communities.
8 The broad objective of PERs is to achieve, as far as possible, equal representation across
the local authority as a whole. Schemes which would result in, or retain, an electoral imbalance
of over 10% in any ward will have to be fully justified. Any imbalances of 20% or more should
only arise in the most exceptional circumstances, and will require the strongest justification.
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9 Similarly, we will seek to ensure that each district area within the county is allocated the
correct number of county councillors with respect to the district’s proportion of the county’s
electorate.
10 The Rules provide that, in considering county council electoral arrangements, we should
have regard to the boundaries of district wards. We attach considerable importance to achieving
coterminosity between the boundaries of divisions and wards. The term ‘coterminosity’ is used
throughout the report and refers to situations where the boundaries of county electoral divisions
and district wards are the same, that is to say where county divisions comprise either one or
more whole district wards.
11 We recognise, however, that it is unlikely to be possible to achieve absolute coterminosity
throughout a county area while also providing for the optimum level of electoral equality. In this
respect, county reviews are different to those of districts. We will seek to achieve the best
available balance between electoral equality and coterminosity, taking into account the statutory
criteria. While the proportion of electoral divisions that will be coterminous with the boundaries
of district wards is likely to vary between counties, we would normally expect coterminosity to be
achieved in a significant majority of divisions. The average level of coterminosity secured under
our final recommendations for the first eleven counties that we have reviewed (excluding the
Isle of Wight) is 70%. We would normally expect to recommend levels of coterminosity of
around 60 – 80%.
12 Where coterminosity is not possible in parished areas, and a district ward is to be split
between electoral divisions, we would normally expect this to be achieved without dividing (or
further dividing) a parish between divisions. There are likely to be exceptions to this, however,
particularly where larger parishes are involved.
13 We are not prescriptive on council size. However, we believe that any proposals relating to
council size, whether these are for an increase, a reduction or no change, should be supported
by evidence and argumentation. Given the stage now reached in the introduction of new political
management structures under the provisions of the Local Government Act 2000, it is important
that whatever council size interested parties may propose to us they can demonstrate that their
proposals have been fully thought through, and have been developed in the context of a review
of internal political management and the role of councillors in the new structure. However, we
have found it necessary to safeguard against upward drift in the number of councillors, and we
believe that any proposal for an increase in council size will need to be fully justified. In
particular, we do not accept that an increase in electorate should automatically result in an
increase in the number of councillors, nor that changes should be made to the size of a council
simply to make it more consistent with the size of other similar councils.
14 A further area of difference between county and district reviews is that we must recognise
that it will not be possible to avoid the creation of some county divisions which contain diverse
communities, for example, combining rural and urban areas. We have generally sought to avoid
this in district reviews, in order to reflect the identities and interests of local communities. Some
existing county council electoral divisions comprise a number of distinct communities, which is
inevitable given the larger number of electors represented by each councillor, and we would
expect that similar situations would continue under our recommendations in seeking the best
balance between electoral equality, coterminosity and the statutory criteria.
15 As a part of this review we may also make recommendations for change to the electoral
arrangements of parish and town councils in the county. However, we made some
recommendations for new parish electoral arrangements as part of our district reviews. We
therefore only expect to put forward such recommendations during county reviews on an
exceptional basis. In any event, we are not able to review administrative boundaries between
local authorities or parishes, or consider the establishment of new parish areas as part of this
review.
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The review of Gloucestershire
16 We completed the reviews of the six district council areas in Gloucestershire in June 2001
and orders for the new electoral arrangements have since been made. This is our first review of
the electoral arrangements of Gloucestershire County Council. The last such review was
undertaken by the Local Government Boundary Commission, which reported to the Secretary of
State in May 1982 (Report No.424).
17 The review is in four stages (see Table 3).
Table 3: Stages of the review
Stage

Description

One

Submission of proposals to us

Two

Our analysis and deliberation

Three

Publication of draft recommendations and consultation on them

Four

Final deliberation and report to The Electoral Commission

18 Stage One began on 6 August 2002, when we wrote to Gloucestershire County Council
inviting proposals for future electoral arrangements. We also notified the six district councils in
the county, Gloucestershire Police Authority, the Local Government Association,
Gloucestershire Local Councils Association, parish and town councils in the district, Members of
Parliament with constituencies in the county, Members of the European Parliament for the
South West Region and the headquarters of the main political parties. We placed a notice in the
local press, issued a press release and invited Gloucestershire County Council to publicise the
review further. The closing date for receipt of submissions (the end of Stage One) was 25
November 2002.
19 At Stage Two we considered all the submissions received during Stage One and prepared
our draft recommendations.
20 We are currently at Stage Three. This stage, which began on 27 August 2003 and will end
on 21 October 2003, involves publishing the draft proposals in this report and public
consultation on them. We take this consultation very seriously and it is therefore important
that all those interested in the review should let us have their views and evidence,
whether or not they agree with these draft proposals.
21 During Stage Four we will reconsider the draft recommendations in the light of the Stage
Three consultation, decide whether to modify them, and submit final recommendations to The
Electoral Commission. The Electoral Commission will decide whether to accept, modify or reject
our final recommendations. If The Electoral Commission accepts the recommendations, with or
without modification, it will make an Order and decide when any changes come into effect.
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2

Current electoral arrangements

22 The county of Gloucestershire comprises the borough of Cheltenham and the five districts of
Cotswold, Forest of Dean, Gloucester, Stroud and Tewkesbury. Situated upon the estuary of the
river Severn, it is bounded by Herefordshire, Worcestershire and Warwickshire to the north, by
Oxfordshire to the east, by Berkshire, Somerset and Wiltshire to the south and Wales to the
west. The county includes the Cotswold Hills in the east, the Severn Valley in the centre and the
Forest of Dean in the west. It contains both urban and rural areas, including the large urban
settlements of Cheltenham and Gloucester and the more rural Cotswold and Forest of Dean
districts.
23 The electorate of the county is 440,635 (December 2001). The Council presently has 63
members, with one member elected from each division.
24 To compare levels of electoral inequality between divisions, we calculated, in percentage
terms, the extent to which the number of electors per councillor in each division (the
councillor:elector ratio) varies from the county average. In the text which follows, this figure may
also be described using the shorthand term ‘electoral variance’.
25 At present, each councillor represents an average of 6,994 electors, which the County
Council forecasts will increase to 7,317 by the year 2006 if the present number of councillors is
maintained. However, due to demographic change and migration over the last two decades, the
number of electors per councillor in 40 of the 63 divisions varies by more than 10% from the
county average, 18 divisions by more than 20% and four divisions by more than 30%. Currently,
the worst imbalance is in Barnwood division in Gloucester where the councillor represents 79%
more electors than the county average.
26 As detailed previously, in considering the County Council’s electoral arrangements we must
have regard to the boundaries of district wards. Following the completion of the reviews of
district warding arrangements in Gloucestershire, we are therefore faced with a new starting
point for considering electoral divisions; our proposals for county divisions will be based on the
new district wards as opposed to those which existed prior to the recent reviews. In view of the
effect of these new district wards, and changes in the electorate over the past 20 years which
have resulted in electoral imbalances across the county, changes to most, if not all, of the
existing county electoral divisions are inevitable.
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Table 4: Existing electoral arrangements
Division name
(by district council area)

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Variance
from average
%

Electorate
(2006)

Variance
from average
%

Cheltenham
1

All Saints

1

6,781

-3

6,827

-7

2

Charlton Kings

1

6,366

-9

6,418

-12

3

College

1

6,795

-3

6,817

-7

4

Hatherley

1

7,733

11

7,816

7

5

Hesters Way

1

7,047

1

8,080

10

6

Lansdown

1

6,179

-12

6,797

-7

7

Leckhampton with Up
Hatherley

1

6,496

-7

6,551

-10

8

Park

1

5,624

-20

6,116

-16

9

Pittville

1

5,709

-18

5,747

-21

10

Prestbury

1

6,063

-13

6,110

-16

11

St Mark’s

1

4,878

-30

5,021

-31

12

St Paul’s

1

6,830

-2

7,105

-3

13

St Peter’s

1

7,494

7

7,638

4

Cotswold
14

Bourton Stow

1

7,683

10

7,909

8

15

Cirencester North

1

8,421

20

8,534

17

16

Cirencester South

1

6,103

-13

6,196

-15

17

East Cotswold

1

7,882

13

8,090

11

18

Moreton-in-Marsh

1

6,244

-11

6,530

-11

19

North Cotswold

1

4,768

-32

4,821

-34

20

North Leach

1

7,355

5

7,426

1

21

South Cotswold

1

8,217

17

8,454

16

22

Tetbury

1

7,135

2

7,374

1

Forest of Dean
23

Brooksdean

1

5,236

-25

5,659

-23

24

Cinderford

1

6,292

-10

7,277

-1

25

Coleford

1

8,582

23

9,099

24

26

East Dean

1

7,024

0

7,269

-1

27

Lyndney

1

7,814

12

9,203

26

28

Newent

1

8,679

24

9,122

25
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Variance
from average
%

Electorate
(2006)

Variance
from average
%

29

Severn Dean

1

5,816

-17

6,188

-15

30

Tidenham

1

6,483

-7

6,813

-7

31

West Dean

1

7,409

6

7,586

4

Gloucester
32

Barnwood

1

12,551

79

13,230

81

33

Barton

1

5,427

-22

5,476

-25

34

Eastgate

1

6,102

-13

6,789

-7

35

Hucclecote

1

9,052

29

9,075

24

36

Kingsholm

1

6,413

-8

6,689

-9

37

Linden

1

5,268

-25

5,293

-28

38

Longlevens

1

6,763

-3

6,852

-6

39

Matson

1

5,569

-20

5,590

-24

40

Podsmead

1

5,609

-20

5,802

-21

41

Quedgeley

1

8,649

24

9,831

34

42

Tuffley

1

6,035

-14

6,081

-17

43

Westgate

1

5,209

-26

6,786

-7

Stroud
44

Berkeley Vale

1

5,316

-24

5,356

-27

45

Bisley

1

8,245

18

8,388

15

46

Cam

1

7,277

4

7,307

0

47

Dursley

1

6,129

-12

6,293

-14

48

Minchinhampton

1

5,278

-25

5,450

-26

49

Nailsworth

1

5,891

-16

6,175

-16

50

Painswick

1

6,548

-6

6,642

-9

51

Severn

1

9,599

37

9,803

34

52

Stonehouse

1

7,679

10

7,798

7

53

Stroud East

1

8,545

22

8,645

18

54

Stroud West

1

8,844

26

9,066

24

55

Wotton-under-Edge

1

6,564

-6

6,628

-9

Tewkesbury
56

Aschurch & Twyning

1

5,859

-16

6,135

-16

57

Bishop’s Cleeve

1

7,916

13

8,253

13

58

Brockworth & Hucclecote

1

6,158

-12

7,590

4

59

Churchdown

1

8,822

26

8,967

23
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Variance
from average
%

Electorate
(2006)

Variance
from average
%

60

Mid Tewkesbury

1

9,343

34

9,666

32

61

Severn Vale

1

7,208

3

7,278

-1

62

Tewkesbury

1

9,115

30

10,747

47

63

Winchcombe

1

6,514

-7

6,676

-9

Totals

63

440,635

–

460,950

–

Averages

–

6,994

–

7,317

–

Source: Electorate figures are based on information provided by Gloucestershire County Council.
Note: Each division is represented by a single councillor, and the electorate columns denote the
number of electors represented by each councillor. The ‘variance from average’ column shows
how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors represented by each councillor varies from
the average for the county. The minus symbol denotes a lower than average number of electors.
For example, in 2001, electors in North Cotswold division in Cotswold District Council were
relatively over-represented by 32%, while electors in Barnwood division in Gloucester were
relatively under-represented by 79%. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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Submissions received

27 At the start of this review we invited members of the public and other interested parties to
write to us giving their views on the future electoral arrangements for Gloucestershire County
Council and its constituent parish and town councils.
28 During this initial stage of the review, officers from The Boundary Committee visited the area
and met officers and members of the County Council. We are grateful to all concerned for their
co-operation and assistance. We received 22 submissions during Stage One, including a
county-wide scheme from the County Council, all of which may be inspected at our offices and
those of the County Council.

Gloucestershire County Council
29 The County Council proposed maintaining the present council size of 63 members, serving
63 divisions. The County Council stated that ‘the proposals contained in the submission had
been shared with each of the district, town and parish councils as well as county councillors’.
The County Council also publicised its scheme on its website.
30 Despite maintaining the existing council size, the County Council proposed that there be an
increase of one county councillor returned from Tewkesbury district and one less county
councillor returned from Cheltenham borough. There would be changes to 59 of the 63
divisions, with four divisions retaining their existing boundaries. The Council’s original
submission did not contain proposed division names, however these were provided
subsequently.
31 Under the County Council’s proposals the number of electors per councillor would vary by
more than 10% from the county average in nine of the proposed 63 divisions and no division
would vary by more than 20% from the average. This level of electoral equality would improve
by 2006, when the number of electors would vary by more than 10% from the county average in
seven of the divisions and no division by more than 20%. A total of 57% of the proposed
divisions would be coterminous (36 out of the proposed 63 divisions).

The Conservative Group
33 The Conservative Group proposed alternative schemes for Cheltenham borough and
Cotswold and Forest of Dean districts, based on the same council size proposed by the County
Council. It supported the County Council’s proposals for Gloucestershire, Stroud and
Tewkesbury districts. Under its scheme seven of the proposed 33 divisions would have an
electoral variance of more than 10% from the county average and no division would vary by
more than 20% from the average in both 2001 and 2006. A total of 33% of the Conservatives’
proposed divisions for Cheltenham, Cotswold and the Forest of Dean would be coterminous (11
out of the proposed 33 divisions).

District and borough councils
34 Cheltenham Borough Council proposed an alternative scheme for Cheltenham only, based
on the County Council’s proposed council size of 63 members, with 12 members allocated to
Cheltenham. It was concerned that the County Council’s scheme had not achieved any
coterminosity for the district and claimed that its proposals were a better reflection of local
community identities and interests. Under its scheme, none of the proposed 12 divisions would
have an electoral variance of more than 10% from the county average. A total of 17% of the
proposed divisions would be coterminous with the borough boundaries (two of the proposed 12
divisions).
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35 Forest of Dean District Council stated that it was pleased the County Council had proposed
to allocate nine county councillors to the district. However, it disagreed with the County
Council’s proposals to link Lyndney North ward in a division with Bream and West Dean
parishes, stating that both Lyndney wards should remain in one division.
36 Stroud District Council proposed an alternative scheme for Stroud only, based on the County
Council’s proposed council size of 63 members, with 12 members allocated to Stroud. It stated
that its scheme would provide a better reflection of community identities and interests for the
district compared to the County Council’s scheme. Under its scheme, based on 2001 electorate
figures only, two of the proposed 12 divisions would have an electoral variance of more than
10% from the county average with no division varying by more than 20% from the county
average. A total of 50% of the proposed divisions would be coterminous (six out of the proposed
12 divisions).

Parish and town councils
37 We received responses from 15 parish and town councils. Bishop’s Cleeve Parish Council
proposed an alternative scheme for Tewkesbury district, based on a council size of 63
members, with nine members allocated to Tewkesbury. It proposed one two-member division in
Tewkesbury in order to improve coterminosity and provide a better reflection of local community
identities and interests. Under its scheme three of the proposed divisions would have electoral
variances of more than 10% from the county average with no division varying by more than 20%
from the average. This would improve by 2006, when only one of the proposed nine divisions
would have an electoral variance of more than 10% from the county average and no division
would vary by more than 20% from the average. All of the proposed divisions would be
coterminous with existing ward boundaries.
38 We received further responses from Ashchurch Parish Council put forward alternative
proposals for new Tewkesbury East and Tewkesbury West divisions. Churchdown Parish
Council, objected to the County Council’s proposals to place Churchdown Brookfield and
Churchdown St John’s wards into two separate divisions. Dursley Town Council stated that it
would like to see Dursley and Coaley & Uley district wards form the new Dursley division.
Leonard Stanley Parish Council stated that it wished to be part of Stonehouse division rather
than the County Council’s proposed Severn division. Littledean Parish Council agreed with the
County Council that the Forest of Dean should be fairly represented on the county council and
wished Littledean parish to be included in a division with the similar parishes of Awre, Newnton
and Westbury. We received a representation from Quedgeley Parish Council which stated that it
wanted a single-member division covering the entire Quedgeley parish. Up Hatherley Parish
Council was broadly in favour of the County Council’s proposals but suggested including the
east part of its parish within the County Council’s proposed Up Hatherley division rather than
with Leckhampton ward. Stroud Town Council supported the County Council’s proposals to
include Farmhill & Paganhill ward in a division with Cainscross ward and finally Thrupp Parish
Council stated that the whole of its parish should be included in a division together.
39 We received representations from Badgeworth Parish Council and Cirencester Parish
Council, neither of which made specific proposals. We received representations from
Brimpsfield Parish Council, Bromesborrow Parish Council and Kingswood Parish Council
indicating they wished to retain the existing electoral arrangements.

Other submissions
40 We received three submissions from county councillors. Councillor Peniket, member for
Churchdown division, objected to the County Council’s proposals to split Churchdown between
divisions and proposed that Churchdown Brookfield ward be joined with Churchdown St Johns
24

ward to make a single-member division. Councillor Nash, member for Painswick division
supported the County Council’s proposals for Stroud district. Councillor Wheeler, member for
Dursley division, disagreed with the County Council’s proposals for Dursley division. He
suggested Dursley ward be in a division with Coaley & Uley ward and Owlpen and Nympsfield
parishes as opposed to the County Council’s proposal to link Dursley ward with Leonard Stanley
parish.
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Analysis and draft recommendations

41 We have not finalised our conclusions on the electoral arrangements for Gloucestershire and
welcome comments from all those interested relating to the proposed division boundaries,
number of councillors and division names. We will consider all the evidence submitted to us
during the consultation period before preparing our final recommendations.
42 As with our reviews of districts, our primary aim in considering the most appropriate electoral
arrangements for Gloucestershire is to achieve electoral equality. In doing so we have regard to
section 13(5) of the Local Government Act 1992 (as amended) – the need to secure effective
and convenient local government, and reflect the identities and interests of local communities;
and secure the matters referred to in paragraph 3(2)(a) of Schedule 11 to the Local Government
Act 1972 (equality of representation). Schedule 11 to the Local Government Act 1972 refers to
the number of electors per councillor being ‘as nearly as may be, the same in every division of
the county’.
43 In relation to Schedule 11, our recommendations are not intended to be based solely on
existing electorate figures, but also on estimated changes in the number and distribution of local
government electors likely to take place over the next five years. We must also have regard to
the desirability of fixing identifiable boundaries and maintaining local ties, and to the boundaries
of district wards.
44 We have discussed in Chapter One the additional parameters which apply to reviews of
county council electoral arrangements and the need to have regard to the boundaries of district
wards in order to achieve coterminosity. In addition, our approach is to ensure that, having
reached conclusions on the appropriate number of councillors to be elected to the county
council, each district council area is allocated the number of county councillors to which it is
entitled.
45 It is therefore impractical to design an electoral scheme which results in exactly the same
number of electors per councillor in every division of a county.
46 We accept that the achievement of absolute electoral equality for an authority as a whole is
likely to be unattainable, especially when also seeking to achieve coterminosity in order to
facilitate convenient and effective local government. There must be a degree of flexibility.
However, our approach, in the context of the statutory criteria, is that such flexibility must be
kept to a minimum. Accordingly, we consider that, if electoral imbalances are to be minimised,
the aim of electoral equality should be the starting point in any review. We therefore strongly
recommend that, in formulating electoral schemes, local authorities and other interested parties
should make electoral equality their starting point, and then make adjustments to reflect relevant
factors such as the boundaries of district wards and community identity. Five-year forecasts of
changes in electorate must also be taken into account and we would aim to recommend a
scheme which provides improved electoral equality over this five-year period.
47 The recommendations do not affect county, district or parish external boundaries, local
taxes, or result in changes to postcodes. Nor is there any evidence that these recommendations
will have an adverse effect on house prices, or car and house insurance premiums. We are not,
therefore, able to take into account any representations which are based on these issues.
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Electorate forecasts
48 Since 1975 there has been a 25% increase in the electorate of Gloucestershire County
Council. The County Council submitted electorate forecasts for the year 2006, projecting an
increase in the electorate of approximately 4% from 440,635 to 460,950 over the five-year
period from 2001 to 2006. A significant amount of growth is expected in all districts. In order to
prepare these forecasts, the Council estimated rates and locations of housing development with
regard to structure and local plans, the expected rate of building over the five-year period and
assumed occupancy rates. We received no further comments concerning electoral forecasts
during Stage One.
49 We know that forecasting electorates is difficult and, having considered the County Council’s
figures, accept that they are the best estimates that can reasonably be made at this time.

Council size
50 As explained earlier, we now require justification for any council size proposed, whether it is
an increase, decrease, or retention of the existing council size.
51 The County Council proposed retaining its present council size of 63 members. In reaching
its decision on council size the County Council considered a number of factors. It considered the
new political management structure that had been in operation since September 2001,
comprising the full Council, the Cabinet, the Scrutiny Management Board, Scrutiny Committees
and Regulatory Forums. The County Council noted that ‘the structure placed varying demands
on individual members’ with some members of the council undertaking a wider range of
functions than others. The County Council stated that the role of councillors was ‘not
diminishing’ under the new structures as they were undertaking a wider range of tasks.
Therefore the County Council did not propose a decrease in council size, as this would put the
internal and growing external community and representational roles at risk. The County Council
recognised that, while the introduction of the new political management structure has increased
the variety of roles undertaken by county councillors, it had not had a significant impact on the
overall workload of the council. Therefore, the County Council argued, ‘structural arrangements
now in place do not have any marked implication on the size of the council’ and that maintaining
the present council size would enable the council’s functions to be properly conducted.
52 The County Council stated that the council should continue at the current level of 63
members unless an alternative size, close to 63, delivered better electoral balance across the
county. The County Council proceeded to evaluate a range of possible council sizes, from 60 to
66 members and concluded that ‘a council size of 63 members would deliver the best electoral
balance across the county’.
53 The County Council’s proposed council size received cross-party support and was consulted
upon at a local level. At Stage One we received no proposals for an alternative council size.
Furthermore, Forest of Dean District Council supported the proposed council size. Although we
did not receive a great amount of evidence from Gloucestershire County Council for the
retention of a council size of 63 members, in light of the local consensus, good allocation of
county councillors and the evidence we did receive, we are content to adopt the County
Council’s proposed council size. Therefore, having looked at the size and distribution of the
electorate, the geography and other characteristics of the area, together with the responses
received, we conclude that the statutory criteria would best be met by a council of 63 members.

Electoral arrangements
54 We acknowledge the difficulties faced in seeking to address the electoral inequality in
Gloucestershire, and recognise the County Council’s attempt to improve electoral equality in the
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county. We also noted that the County Council proposed a redistribution of seats between the
districts in the county. It noted the importance of ensuring that the number of county councillors
representing each district area within the county reflected the district’s proportion of the county’s
electorate. The Council proposed adjusting the current levels of representation between
districts, taking into account both present electorate figures and the projected electoral forecast
for Gloucestershire as well as the proposed council size of 63 members. It concluded that, ‘it
was necessary to increase the representation in Tewkesbury by one councillor and decrease
the representation by one councillor in Cheltenham to enable these districts to be fairly
represented on the council’.
55 We noted that the County Council’s proposals would significantly improve electoral equality,
compared to the existing arrangements. The County Council’s scheme also provided for good
levels of coterminosity in Cotswold, Forest of Dean, Stroud and Tewkesbury districts. However,
due to the size of the electorates in the wards of Cheltenham and Gloucester, the County
Council had difficulty identifying single-member coterminous divisions. Therefore its proposals
would only secure 57% coterminosity throughout the county. We consider that where wards or
groups of wards are not coterminous with county divisions, this can cause confusion for the
electorate at local elections and lead to increased election costs. Nor, in some areas, is it
conducive to effective liaison and co-operative working between the two tiers of local
government in addressing matters of common concern. Although we acknowledge that 100%
coterminosity is not always possible when balanced against our statutory criteria, we’ve sought
to improve upon the levels of coterminosity provided under the County Council’s proposals. As
detailed later in the chapter we have been able to identify a number of coterminous divisions in
these areas. We also received a number of submissions which commented on issues of
community identities and interests across the county; the Council’s proposals were not
supported by any such evidence. We are therefore of the view that the County Council’s
scheme can not be adopted in its entirety since, in our opinion, it failed to achieve the best
possible balance between electoral equality and coterminosity for the county and did not reflect
community identities in parts of the county, as outlined to us during Stage One.
56 The district-wide schemes from Bishop’s Cleeve Parish Council, the Conservative Group,
Cheltenham Borough Council and Stroud District Council would all significantly improve upon
the existing levels of electoral equality. However, only Bishop’s Cleeve Parish Council’s
proposals for Tewkesbury district would achieve both high levels of electoral equality and high
levels of coterminosity. Therefore, we are of the view that only Bishop’s Cleeve Parish Council’s
scheme for Tewkesbury should be adopted in its entirety since it provided a good balance
between electoral equality and coterminosity as well as reflecting local community identities and
interests. However, where possible we have incorporated in our draft recommendations parts of
locally derived schemes and any areas of consensus between schemes.
57 We propose to adopt the County Council’s scheme for Cotswold district, with an amendment
in Cirencester, and Bishop’s Cleeve Parish Council’s proposals for Tewkesbury. Both schemes
produced both good electoral equality and 100% levels of coterminosity. However, in
Cheltenham, Forest of Dean, Gloucester and Stroud districts we formulated our own proposals
as none of the submissions for these districts provided, in our view, the best balance between
the statutory criteria.
58 Following the commencement of Part IV of the Local Government Act 2000 we are now able
to recommend the creation of multi-member divisions for county councils. In The Electoral
Commission’s guidance to us it states ‘we do not envisage the BCFE recommending large
numbers of multi-member divisions other than perhaps in the more urban areas of a county’. We
noted that the County Council opposed two-member divisions in its proposals but did not
explain the rationale for its opposition. We did receive one proposal for a two-member division
from Bishop’s Cleeve Parish Council, which proposed a two-member division in Tewkesbury.
We agreed with the Parish Council that this proposal was the most appropriate way to provide
both coterminosity and high electoral equality in what is a relatively urban area. In the more
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urban areas of Cheltenham, Cirencester and Gloucester where the locally generated proposals
did not provide good levels of coterminosity or electoral equality, we investigated the potential of
two-member divisions. We were able to identify two-member divisions in Cirencester,
Cheltenham and Gloucester which we are proposing, as well as adopting the proposed twomember Tewkesbury division, as put forward by Bishop’s Cleeve Parish Council. We are of the
view that two-member divisions in these more urban areas of the county would provide the best
possible reflection of the statutory criteria and facilitate high levels of coterminosity both in these
areas and across the county as a whole. We propose that the 63-member council should
comprise 54 divisions, consisting of 45 single-member and nine two-member divisions.
59 We have carefully considered all the representations received at Stage One and are of the
view that our proposals would achieve the best possible balance between our statutory criteria
and coterminosity with only 14 of the 54 divisions having electoral variances of more than 10%
from the county average and no division varying by more than 20% from the average. This level
of electoral equality would improve by 2006, when only 10 of the proposed 54 divisions would
have electoral variances of more than 10% from the county average and no division would vary
by more than 20% from the average. Furthermore, our draft recommendations would secure
93% levels of coterminosity, compared with 57% in the County Council’s proposals. We are of
the view that our proposals would provide for a better reflection of local community identities
and interests by reflecting some of the submissions received. We consider this to be the case
particularly in the Forest of Dean and Stroud districts where we have moved away from the
County Council’s proposals in light of the submissions received, as detailed later in the chapter.
60 A number of the submissions received at Stage One did not put forward names for their
proposed divisions. The County Council did provide us with names and, where appropriate,
these have been adopted. In areas where we have put forward our own proposals we have put
forward our own names based on either constituent parts of divisions or existing division names.
However, we would particularly welcome comments relating to proposed division names at
Stage Three.
61 For county division purposes, the six district and borough areas in the county are considered
in turn, as follows:
i
ii
iii
iv
v
vi

Cheltenham borough (pages 30 – 34)
Cotswold district (pages 34 – 36)
Forest of Dean district (pages 36 – 39)
Gloucester district (pages 39 – 41)
Stroud district (pages 41 – 45)
Tewkesbury district (pages 45 – 47)

62 Details of our draft recommendations are set out in Tables 1 and 2, and illustrated on the
large map inserted at the back of this report.

Cheltenham borough
63 Under the current arrangements, the borough of Cheltenham is represented by 13 county
councillors serving 13 single-member divisions: All Saints, Charlton Kings, College, Hatherley,
Hesters Way, Lansdown, Leckhampton with Up Hatherley, Park, Pittville, Prestbury, St Mark’s,
St Paul’s and St Peter’s. There is a degree of electoral imbalance in these divisions, with the
number of electors per councillor varying by more than 10% from the county average in six of
the divisions and by more than 20% in St Mark’s division.
64 Under the County Council’s proposals the borough of Cheltenham would be entitled to 12
councillors by 2006. The County Council proposed 12 single-member divisions, detailed in
Table 5.
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Table 5: Gloucestershire County Council’s proposals for Cheltenham
Proposed division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

Cheltenham
1

All Saints

1

2

Charlton Kings

1

3

Hesters Way

1

4
5

Lansdown
Leckhampton

1
1

6

Park

1

7

Pittville & Battledown

1

8
9
10

Prestbury
St Mark’s
St Paul’s

1
1
1

11
12

St Peter’s
Up Hatherley

1
1

All Saints ward, part of Battledown ward (west of Oakley Road,
Haywards Lane and Haywards Road) and part of Pittville ward
(south of Selkirk Street and east of Sherbourne Street)
part of Charlton Kings ward (south of the A40) and part of
Charlton Park ward (north of Sandford Mill Road)
Hesters Way ward and part of Springbank ward (west of Lipson
Road and Cheltenham Kingsmead School)
Lansdown ward and the remainder of Park ward
Leckhampton ward and part of Warden Hill ward (west of Alma
Road and south of Warren Close)
College ward, the remainder of Charlton Park ward and part of
the Park ward (east of Tivoli area, including the university
campus)
Oakley ward, the remainder of Battledown ward and the
remainder of Charlton Kings ward)
Prestbury ward and the remainder of Pittville ward
St Mark’s ward and the remainder of Benhall & Reddings ward
St Paul’s ward and part of Swindon Village ward (area south of
Cleveland’s Avenue, known as the Marle Hill area)
St Peter’s ward and the remainder of Swindon Village ward
Up Hatherley ward, part of Benhall & Reddings ward (area
south of Cheltenham & Gloucester Nuffield Hospital, known as
the Reddings) and the remainder of Warden Hill ward

65 The County Council’s proposals provided improved levels of electoral equality, although the
Council did not provide any community identity-based evidence or argumentation to support its
proposed divisions. Under these proposals electoral equality would improve with two divisions
varying by more than 10% from the county average. This would improve by 2006, when only
one division would vary by more than 10% from the county average. However, the County
Council’s scheme would fail to secure any coterminosity in Cheltenham.
66 The Conservative Group also proposed 12 single-member divisions for the borough of
Cheltenham. It objected to the methodology used by the County Council and stated that it was
concerned that the County Council’s scheme had failed to achieve any coterminosity. The
Conservative Group proposed the same Hesters Way division as under the County Council’s
proposals.
Table 6: Gloucestershire County Council Conservative Group’s proposals for Cheltenham
Proposed division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

Cheltenham
1

All Saints

1

2

Benhall

1

3
4

Charlton Kings
Charlton Park &
Leckhampton
Hesters Way

1
1

5

1

All Saints ward and part of College ward (east of Bath Road
and south of Oriel Road)
Benhall & The Reddings ward and the remainder of St Mark’s
ward
the wards of Charlton Kings and Battledown
the wards of Charlton Park and Leckhampton
Hesters Way ward and part of Springbank ward (west of Lipson
Road and Cheltenham Kingsmead School)
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Proposed division name

Number of
councillors

6

Lansdown

1

7

Park

1

8

Pittville

1

9
10

Prestbury & Swindon
St Paul’s

1
1

11

St Peter’s

1

12

Up Hatherley

1

Proposed constituent district wards
Lansdown ward, the remainder of College ward, part of St
Mark’s ward (east of Rowansfield Road) and part of St Peter’s
ward (south of Alstone Lane)
Park ward and part of Up Hatherley ward (north of Hatherley
Road and Caernarvon Road)
Oakley ward and part of Pittville ward (north of Clarence Road
and west of Pittville Lawn)
Prestbury ward and the rest of Swindon Village ward
St Paul’s ward, part of St Peter’s ward (east of Winston
Churchill Memorial Gardens) and the remainder of Pittville ward
the remainder of St Peter’s ward, part of Springbank ward (east
of Welch Road and Cheltenham Kingsmead School) and part of
Swindon Village ward (east of Kingsditch Lane)
Warden Hill ward and the remainder of Up Hatherley ward

67 The Conservative Group put forward arguments to support some of its proposed divisions. It
argued that its proposed All Saints division covered an area in which the ‘inhabitants saw
themselves as part of All Saints’. It proposed a new Charlton Park & Leckhampton division that
would be ‘naturally bound by Shurdington Road to the west and Cirencester Road to the east’. It
proposed a revised Charlton Kings division, arguing that the two communities of Charlton Kings
and Battledown have ‘strong historical links’. It stated that its proposed Prestbury & Swindon
division is ‘unified by strong parish identities’. Overall the Conservative Group stated that its
proposals would ‘follow borough ward boundaries where possible and respect local community
identities’. Under these proposals electoral equality would improve with five divisions varying by
more than 10% from the county average. This would improve further by 2006, when only one
division would vary by more than 10% from the county average. However, the Conservative
Group’s proposals would only secure 17% levels of coterminosity between borough wards and
county divisions in Cheltenham.
68 Cheltenham Borough Council also proposed 12 single-member divisions for the borough of
Cheltenham. It stated that it was concerned that the County Council’s scheme had not achieved
any coterminosity for the borough and that its proposals were a better reflection of local
community identities and interests. Cheltenham Borough Council proposed the same All Saints,
Charlton Park & Leckhampton and Charlton Kings divisions as the Conservative Group and the
same Hesters Way division as both the County Council and the Conservative Group.
Table 7: Cheltenham Borough Council’s proposals for Cheltenham
Proposed division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

Cheltenham
1

All Saints

1

2

Benhall & Reddings

1

3

1

4
5

Charlton Park &
Leckhampton
Charlton Kings
Hesters Way

1
1

6

Lansdown

1

All Saints ward and part of College ward (east of Bath Road
and south of Oriel Road)
the borough wards of Benhall & The Reddings and part of St
Mark’s ward (west of Rowanfield Road and Griffiths Avenue)
the wards of Charlton Park and Leckhampton
the wards of Charlton Kings and Battledown
Hesters Way ward and part of Springbank ward (west of Lipson
Road and Cheltenham Kingsmead School)
the borough ward of Lansdown, part of College ward
(Montpellier area west of Bath Road), the remainder of St
Mark’s ward, and part of St Peter’s ward (the Alstone area),
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Proposed division name

Number of
councillors

7

Oakley & Pittville

1

8

Park

1

9

Prestbury

1

10

St Paul’s

1

11

St Peter’s

1

12

Warden Hill

1

Proposed constituent district wards
the borough ward of Oakley and part of Pittville ward (north of
Wellington Road), a revised Park division (comprising the
borough ward of Park and part of Up Hatherley ward
(Leckhampton Broad Oakway Parish)
the borough ward of Park and part of Up Hatherley ward
(Leckhampton Broad Oakway Parish)
the borough ward of Prestbury and the part of Swindon Village
ward (area north of Wymans Brook and Kingsditch Lane)
St Paul’s ward, part of St Peter’s ward (the small area east of
Park Street ) and part of Pittville ward (the area south of
Wellington Road)
the borough ward of Springbank, the remainder of St Peter’s
ward and the remainder of Swindon Village ward
comprising the borough ward of Warden Hill and the remainder
of Up Hatherley ward

69 Under these proposals three of the proposed 12 divisions would vary by more than 10% from
the county average. This would improve by 2006 when only one of the proposed 12 divisions
would vary by more than 10% from the county average. However, Cheltenham Borough
Council’s proposals would only secure a level of coterminosity of 17% between borough wards
and county divisions in Cheltenham.
70 We also received a representation from Up Hatherley Parish Council, which was broadly in
favour of the County Council’s proposals but suggested including the East ward of its parish
within the County Council’s proposed Up Hatherley division rather than in a division with
Leckhampton ward.
71 After careful consideration of the submissions received we have decided to put forward our
own proposals for Cheltenham, since we consider that none of the proposed schemes achieved
the best balance between our statutory criteria and achieving high levels of coterminosity for the
borough. We consider that where wards or groups of wards are not coterminous with county
divisions, this can cause confusion for the electorate at local elections and lead to increased
election costs. Nor, in some areas, is it conducive to effective liaison and co-operative working
between the two tiers of local government in addressing matters of common concern. Although
we acknowledge that 100% coterminosity is not always possible when balanced against our
statutory criteria we’ve sought to improve upon the levels of coterminosity provided under the
County Council’s and Conservatives’ proposals.
72 We propose adopting the Conservative Group’s and Cheltenham Borough Council’s
coterminous, single-member Charlton Kings division as it would achieve good electoral equality.
We propose five two-member divisions: All Saints, Oakley, Pittville & Prestbury, St Mark’s, St
Paul’s & St Peter’s, Hesters Way & Up Hatherley and Lansdown, Park & Warden Hill. Adopting
these two-member divisions would facilitate high levels of coterminosity while maintaining a
good level of electoral equality. We also propose a single-member Springbank ward, in the
remainder of the district we noted that the creation of coterminous single-member divisions
would result in poor electoral equality across the borough.
73 In the north of the borough we propose a new two-member St Mark’s, St Paul’s & St Peter’s
division comprising the borough wards of St Mark’s, St Paul’s & St Peter’s and the unparished
area of Swindon Village ward; a new two-member Oakley, Pittville & Prestbury division
comprising the borough wards of Oakley, Pittville and Prestbury; and a new single-member
Springbank division comprising the borough ward of Springbank and the parishes of Prestbury
West and Swindon Village from Swindon Village ward. We are of the view that it is necessary to
place parts of Swindon Village ward in different divisions in order to improve electoral equality.
We propose transferring the unparished area of Kingsditch in the southern part of Swindon
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Village ward into a division with St Mark’s, St Paul’s and St Peter’s wards. We consider that the
Kingsditch area has good links with the St Mark’s, St Paul & St Peter’s ward. The number of
electors per councillor in the St Mark’s, St Paul’s & St Peter’s, Oakley, Pittville & Prestbury and
Springbank divisions would initially vary from the county average by 8%, 8% and 2%
respectively (9%, 11% and 3% respectively by 2006).
74 In the south-western part of the borough we propose a new two-member Hesters Way & Up
Hatherley division comprising the borough wards of Benhall & The Reddings, Hesters Way and
Up Hatherley. We do not propose moving the east part of Up Hatherley parish into the Up
Hatherley division as this would not be coterminous with borough ward boundaries. We are
proposing a new two-member Lansdown, Park & Warden Hill division comprising the borough
wards of Lansdown, Park and Warden Hill. Both of these divisions would be coterminous with
borough ward boundaries and the number of electors per councillor in Hesters Way & Up
Hatherley and Lansdown, Park & Warden Hill divisions would initially vary from the county
average by 12% and 9% respectively (10% and 8% by 2006).
75 In the south-eastern part of the borough we propose a new two-member All Saints division
comprising the borough wards of All Saints, Charlton Park, College and Leckhampton. We
propose adopting the Conservative Group’s single-member Charlton Kings division, comprising
the borough wards of Battledown and Charlton Kings. Both of the divisions would be
coterminous with borough ward boundaries and the number of electors per councillor in All
Saints and Charlton Kings divisions would initially vary from the county average by 16% and
13% respectively (12% and 9% respectively by 2006). We are of the view that these slightly
higher electoral variances are acceptable as they secure a high level of coterminosity in the
borough.
76 Our proposals would secure a 71% level of coterminosity for the borough, compared to no
coterminosity under the County Council’s scheme and 17% coterminosity in the schemes
submitted by the Conservative Group and Cheltenham Borough Council. We are of the view
that our proposals secure a better balance between electoral equality and coterminosity for the
district. Our draft proposals are illustrated on the large map at the back of the report.

Cotswold district
77 Under the current arrangements Cotswold district is represented by nine county councillors
serving nine single-member divisions: Bourton-on-Stow, Cirencester North, Cirencester South,
East Cotswold, Moreton-in-Marsh, North Cotswold, North Leach, South Cotswold and Tetbury.
There is a high degree of electoral imbalance in these divisions, with the number of electors per
councillor in six divisions varying by more than 10% from the county average and by more than
20% in North Cotswold division.
78 Under the County Council’s scheme the number of councillors representing Cotswold would
remain at nine, representing nine single-member divisions.
Table 8: Gloucestershire County Council’s proposals for Cotswold
Proposed division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

Cotswold
1
2

Bourton-on-theWater
Cirencester North

1
1

3

Cirencester South

1

4

East Cotswold

1

the district wards of Bourton-on-the Water, Rissingtons,
Riversmeet and Three Rivers
the district wards of Cirencester Beeches, Cirencester Park and
Cirencester Stratton
the district wards of Cirencester Chesterton and Cirencester
Watermoor
the district wards of Fairford, Hampton and Kempsford &
Lechlade
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Proposed division name

Number of
councillors

5

Moreton-in-Marsh

1

6
7

North Cotswold
North Leach

1
1

8
9

South Cotswold
Tetbury

1
1

Proposed constituent district wards
the district wards of Beacon-Stow, Fosseridge and Moreton-inMarsh
the district wards of Blockley and Camden Vale
the district wards of Ampney Coln, Chedworth, Churn Valley,
Northleach and Sandywell
the district wards of Ermin, Thames Head and Water Park
the district wards of Avening, Grumbolds Ash and Tetbury

79 The County Council’s proposals provided improved levels of electoral equality and excellent
levels of coterminosity although the Council did not provide any community identity based
evidence or argumentation to support its proposed divisions. Under these proposals electoral
equality would improve with two divisions varying by more than 10% from the county average.
This would worsen by 2006, when three of the proposed nine divisions would vary by more than
10% from the county average. Furthermore, all of the County Council’s divisions for the district
would be coterminous with district and county ward boundaries.
80 The Conservative Group proposed nine single-member divisions. It proposed the same
Moreton-in-Marsh and Tetbury divisions as the County Council’s proposals. Its proposed
Chipping Campden division would be the same as the County Council’s North Cotswold
division. The Conservative Group proposed alternative divisions for the rest of the district.
Table 9: Gloucestershire Conservative Group’s proposals for Cotswold
Proposed division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

Cotswold
1

Bourton

1

2
3

Chipping Campden
Cirencester North

1
1

4

Cirencester South

1

5

East Cotswold

1

6

Moreton-Stow

1

7

Northleach

1

8

South Cotswold

1

9

Tetbury

1

the district wards of Bourton-on-the-Water, Rissingtons, Three
Rivers and Sandywell
the district wards of Blockley and Camden Vale
the district wards of Cirencester Beeches, Cirencester Park and
the parish of Cirencester Stratton from Cirencester StrattonWhiteway ward
the district wards of Cirencester Chesterton and Cirencester
Watermoor and the parish of Siddington from Water Park ward
the district wards of Fairford, Kempsford & Lechlade and
Riversmeet
the district wards of Beacon-Stow, Fosseridge and Moreton-inMarsh
the district wards of Ampney Coln, Chedworth, Churn Valley
and Northleach and the parish of Cirencester Stratton from
Cirencester Stratton-Whiteway ward
the district wards of Thames Head, Ermin and Hampton and the
parishes of Pool Keynes, Preston and South Cerney from Water
Park ward
the district wards of Avening, Grumbolds Ash and Tetbury

81 The Conservative Group stated that its primary concern with the County Council’s proposals
related to the Cirencester divisions. It stated that ‘the Cirencester North division is one third
bigger than the Cirencester South division’ and that its proposals would improve electoral
equality in the area. However, its proposals would only secure 67% coterminosity for Cotswold
and would create divisions that would combine urban areas with more rural hinterlands. Under
these proposals electoral equality would improve, with only one division varying by more than
10% from the average both initially and by 2006.
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82 Brimpsfield Parish Council requested it did not want the two parish wards in the parish ‘to be
in different electoral divisions’.
83 After careful consideration of all the schemes and submissions received we have decided to
adopt the County Council’s proposals for Cotswold, subject to a modification in the town of
Cirencester. Although the County Council did not provide any details of community identities in
Cotswold we have noted the good levels of electoral equality and 100% coterminosity provided
under its proposals. The only community identity evidence provided to us was by the
Conservatives; we have taken this evidence into account when formulating our
recommendations. The County Council’s proposals would provide the best possible levels of
coterminosity for the district. However, we propose a two-member division in Cirencester in
order to improve electoral equality. This two-member coterminous division will cover the district
wards of Cirencester Beeches, Cirencester Chesterton, Cirencester Park, Cirencester StrattonWhiteway and Cirencester Watermoor. We are of the view that a two-member division in
Cirencester would address the imbalance under the County Council’s proposals whilst enabling
the division to remain coterminous. It would also avoid creating a division covering both the
urban area of Cirencester and the more rural hinterland. This would address the concerns
raised by the Conservative Group over the high electoral imbalances provided under the County
Council’s scheme. The whole of Brimpsfield parish will be included in the proposed South
Cotswold division.
84 We have not adopted the Conservative Group’s scheme for Cotswold since it achieved lower
levels of coterminosity for the district. However, the Conservatives proposed the same Tetbury
division as the County Council they also put forward proposed divisions identical to the County
Council’s Moreton-Stow and North Cotswold divisions, although the Conservatives proposed
naming them Moreton-in-Marsh and Chipping Campden respectively. We propose adopting the
County Council’s proposed names as we consider them to better reflect the area covered by
these divisions. However, we would welcome comments on these proposed names during
Stage Three.
85 Under our draft recommendations South Cotswold division would have a councillor:elector
ratio equal to the county average (2% below by 2006). Bourton, Cirencester, East Cotswold and
Moreton-Stow divisions would have electoral variances of 5%, 4%, 8% and 3% from the county
average respectively (3%, 1%, 6% and 3% by 2006). North Cotswold, Northleach and Tetbury
divisions would have electoral variances of 10%, 2% and 3% from the county average,
respectively (13%, 1% and 2% by 2006). Our draft proposals are illustrated on the large map at
the back of the report.

Forest of Dean district
86 Under the current arrangements Forest of Dean district is represented by nine county
councillors serving nine divisions: Brooksdean, Cinderford, Coleford, East Dean, Lyndney,
Newent, Severn Dean, Tidenham and West Dean. There is a high level of electoral imbalance in
these divisions, with the number of electors per councillor in five divisions varying by more than
10% from the county average and three divisions varying by more than 20% from the county
average.
87 Under the County Council’s scheme the number of electors representing Forest of Dean
would remain at nine, serving nine single-member divisions in the district.
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Table 10: Gloucestershire County Council’s proposals for Forest of Dean
Proposed division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

Forest of Dean
1

Brooksdean

1

2
3
4

Cinderford
Coleford
East Dean

1
1
1

5

Lyndney

1

6
7

Mid Dean
Newent

1
1

8

Severn Dean

1

9

Tidenham

1

the district wards of Berry Hill, Christchurch & English Bicknor,
Lydbrook & Ruarden and part of Drybook Village from
Mitcheldean & Drybrook ward
the district wards of Cinderford East and Cinderford West
the district wards of Coleford Centre and Coleford East
the district wards of Blaisdon & Longhope, Churcham &
Huntley, Hartpury, Tibberton and the parish of Mitcheldean from
Mitcheldean & Drybrook ward
the district wards of Alvington, Aylburton & West Lyndney and
Lyndney East
the district wards of Bream, Lyndney North and Pillowell
the district wards of Bromsberrow & Dymock, Newent Central,
Oxenhall & Newent North East and Redmarley
the district wards of Awre, Littledean & Ruspidge and Newnham
& Westbury
the district wards of Hewelsfield & Woolaston, Newland & St
Briavels and Tidenham

88 The County Council’s proposals provided improved levels of electoral equality although the
Council did not provide any community identity based evidence or argumentation to support its
proposed divisions. Under these proposals electoral equality would improve with two divisions
varying by more than 10% from the county average, both initially and by 2006. The County
Council’s proposals would secure 78% coterminosity in the district.
89 The Conservative Group proposed nine single-member divisions for Forest of Dean district. It
proposed the same Coleford and Newent divisions as in the County Council’s scheme and
proposed alternative divisions for the rest of the district.
Table 11: Gloucestershire Conservative Group’s proposals for Forest of Dean
Proposed division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

Forest of Dean
1

Brooksdean

1

2

Cinderford

1

3
4

Coleford
East Dean

1
1

5

Lyndney

1

6

Newent

1

7

Severn Dean

1

8

Tidenham

1

the district wards of Lydbrook & Ruarden, the parish of English
Bicknor from Christchurch & English Bicknor ward and the
parishes of Ellwood & Sling and Newland from Newland & St
Briavels ward
the district wards of Cinderford East and Cinderford West and
the parish of Littledean from Littledean & Ruspridge ward
the district wards of Coleford Centre and Coleford East
the district wards of Blaisdon & Longhope, Hartpury,
Mitcheldean & Drybrook and Hartpury
the district wards of Lyndney East, Lyndney North and the
parish of Lyndney from Alvington, Aylburton & West Lyndney
ward
the district wards of Bromsberrow & Dymock, Newent Central,
Oxenhall & Newent North East and Redmarley
the district wards of Awre, Newnham, Huntley, Westbury &
Churcham and the parish of Ruspridge from Littledean &
Ruspridge ward
the district wards of Hewelsfield & Woolaston, Tidenham, the
remainder of Alvington, Aylburton & West Lyndney and St
Briavels parish from Newland & St Briavels ward
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Proposed division name
9

West Dean

Number of
councillors
1

Proposed constituent district wards
the district wards of Bream, Pillowell and Berry Hill and the
parish of Christchurch from Christchurch & English Bicknor ward

90 The Conservative Group stated that its main concern with the County Council’s proposals
was its decision to combine urban areas in divisions with more rural areas. The Conservative
Group also stated that a significant problem was caused by the County Council’s decision to
split the town of Lyndney between divisions. It argued that its proposed Coleford division would
enable Coleford to remain a ‘self-contained urban unit’. Under these proposals electoral equality
would improve with only one division varying by more than 10% from the county average. This
would worsen by 2006, when three divisions would vary by more than 10% from the county
average. The Conservative Group’s proposals would secure 33% levels of coterminosity.
91 We received a representation from Forest of Dean District Council which disagreed with the
County Council’s proposals for Lyndney North ward to be joined in a division with Bream ward
and the West Dean area, preferring Lyndney North and Lyndney South wards to remain as one
division. We received a representation from Bromesborrow Parish Council, which wished to
retain the existing arrangements, and a representation from Littledean Parish Council which
stated it wished Littledean parish to be allied with the similar parishes of Awre and Newnham &
Westbury.
92 After careful consideration of the submissions received we have decided to put forward our
own proposals for the Forest of Dean. We have moved away from the County Council’s
proposals in light of the submissions received from the Conservative Group and Forest of Dean
District Council with regard to the County Council’s proposed Lyndney division. However,
although we agree with the community identity arguments outlined in the Conservative Group’s
submission with regard to the Lyndney division we were concerned about the relatively low level
of coterminosity achieved elsewhere in the district. We are also of the view that the County
Council’s scheme did not provide for the best possible levels of coterminosity for the district. We
consider that where wards or groups of wards are not coterminous with county divisions, this
can cause confusion for the electorate at local elections and lead to increased election costs.
Nor, in some areas, is it conducive to effective liaison and co-operative working between the two
tiers of local government in addressing matters of common concern. Therefore, we have sought
to improve upon the levels of coterminosity provided under the County Council’s and
Conservatives’ proposals.
93 We propose adopting the County Council’s proposed Cinderford and Coleford divisions
which are coterminous and provide good electoral equality, we have also noted the community
identity arguments put forward by the Conservative Group for Coleford division. We have put
forward our own proposals for Lyndney which reflect the concerns raised by the Conservatives
and the District Council but also provide improved levels of coterminosity both in Lyndney and in
the surrounding areas where we have also put forward our own proposals. In the more rural
parts of the district we have attempted to combine similar communities in the same divisions
while providing good levels of coterminosity and electoral equality.
94 In the north of the district we propose a new Newent division comprising the district wards of
Bromesberrow & Dymock, Hartpury, Newent Central, Oxenhall & Newent North East and
Redmarley; and in the central part of the district we propose a new Mid Dean division
comprising the district wards of Blaisdon & Longhope, Churcham & Huntley, Newnham &
Westbury and Tibbeton, a revised Brooksdean division comprising the district wards of
Lydbrook & Ruarden and Mitcheldean & Drybrook and we propose adopting the County
Council’s proposed Cinderford division. All of these divisions would be coterminous with district
ward boundaries. The number of electors per councillor in the proposed Newent, Mid Dean,
Brooksdean and Cinderford divisions would initially vary from the county average by 20%, 4%,
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5% and 10% (20%, 5%, 8% and 1% by 2006). We are of the view that the relatively high
electoral variance in Newent division is acceptable in order to secure 100% coterminosity in the
district.
95 In the central and western part of the district we propose adopting the County Council’s and
the Conservative Group’s proposed Coleford division as this would result in a division covering
the whole of Coleford town without including any parts of the surrounding rural hinterland. We
propose a new Pillowell & Littledean division comprising the district wards of Littledean &
Ruspridge and Pillowell. Under this proposal Littledean parish will remain in a division with
Littledean & Ruspidge ward rather than be allied with the parishes of Awre and Newnham &
Westbury so that the division can remain coterminous with district ward boundaries. We also
propose a new West Dean division comprising the district wards of Berry Hill, Bream,
Christchurch & English Bicknor and Newland & St Briavels. All of these divisions would be
coterminous with district ward boundaries. The number of electors per councillor in the
proposed Coleford, Pillowell & Littledean and West Dean divisions would initially vary from the
county average by 6%, 19% and 12% respectively (4%, 18% and 9% by 2006). We are of the
view that the relatively high electoral variance in Pillowell & Littledean division by 2006, is
acceptable in order to secure 100% coterminosity.
96 In the southern part of the district we propose a revised Lyndney division comprising the
district wards of Awre, Lyndney East and Lyndney North. We consider that our proposed
Lyndney division would reflect the concerns raised at Stage One by both the Conservative
Group and Forest of Dean District Council. We agree with the Conservative Group and Forest of
Dean District Council that the County Council’s proposal to split the town of Lyndney between
two divisions would not reflect local community identities and interests. However, we have not
adopted the Conservative Group’s proposed Lyndney division because it would not be
coterminous with district ward boundaries, as it splits the Alvington, Aylburton and West
Lyndney wards. A division comprising just Lyndney East and Lyndney North wards would
provide an unacceptably high level of electoral equality, and therefore we propose including
Awre ward in a division with Lyndney town with which it shares good communication links along
the A48. We consider that our proposals would reflect the concerns raised at Stage One by
enabling Lyndney East and Lyndney North wards to remain together in one division while also
facilitating coterminosity and good electoral equality. We propose a new Tidenham division
comprising the district wards of Alvington, Aylburton & West Lyndney, Hewelsfield & Woolaston
and Tidenham. All of the divisions would be coterminous with district ward boundaries. The
number of electors per councillor in the proposed Lyndney and Tidenham divisions would
initially vary from the county average by 4% and 12% (10% and 13% by 2006).
97 We noted that, overall, the electoral variances for the Forest of Dean would be slightly higher
under our proposals than those achieved under the County Council’s proposals. However, we
are of the view that these variances are acceptable in order to secure 100% coterminosity in the
district and better reflect local community identities and interests. Our draft proposals are
illustrated on the large map at the back of the report.

Gloucester district
98 Under the current arrangements, Gloucester district is represented by 12 county councillors
serving 12 single-member divisions: Barnwood, Barton, Eastgate, Hucclecote, Kingsholm,
Linden, Longlevens, Matson, Podsmead, Quedgeley, Tuffley and Westgate. There is a high
level of electoral imbalance in these divisions, with the number of electors per councillor in 10
divisions varying by more than 10% from the county average and in six divisions by more than
20% from the average. The worse electoral imbalance is in the Barnwood division which
currently has 79% fewer electors per councillor than the county average.
99 Under the County Council’s proposals the number of county councillors representing
Gloucester would remain at 12, representing 12 single-member divisions.
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Table 12: Gloucestershire County Council’s proposals for Gloucester
Proposed division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

Gloucester
1
2
3
4

Abbey
Barnwood
Barton & Tredworth
Beaufort

1
1
1
1

5
6

Hucclecote
Kingsholm

1
1

7

Longlevens

1

8

Matson &
Robinswood
Moreland
Podsmead & Tuffley
Quedgeley

1

Westgate &
Armstrong

1

9
10
11
12

1
1
1

the district ward of Abbey
the district ward of Barnwood
the district wards Barton and Tredworth
the district ward of Grange and part of Quedgeley Severn Vale
ward (the area north of the Severn Vale ring road)
the district ward of the same name
part of Kingsholm & Wotton ward (area north of the B4063) and
part of Longlevens ward (west of Oxstall’s Lane)
part of Elmbridge ward and part of Longlevens ward (the area
east of Oxstall’s Lane
the district ward of Matson & Robinswood
the district ward of Moreland
the district wards of Podsmead and Tuffley
the district ward of Quedgeley Field Court and the remainder of
Quedgeley Severn Vale ward
the district wards of Westage and Elmbridge and the remainder
of Kingsholm & Wotton wards

100 The County Council’s proposals provided improved levels of electoral equality although the
Council did not provide any community identity based evidence or argumentation to support its
proposed divisions. However, the Conservative Group stated that it supported the County
Council’s proposed divisions for the district. Under these proposals electoral equality would
improve with only one division varying by more than 10% from the county average and one
more than 20% from the average. This would improve by 2006, when no division would vary by
more than 10% from the county average.
101 We received a further representation from Quedgeley Parish Council, which stated that two
divisions should be created coterminous with Quedgeley Fieldcourt and Quedgeley Severnvale
wards. It further stated that as the only parish within Gloucester, ‘there would be a significant
advantage in retaining its parish identity’ and that the ‘retention of a coterminous division would
also help to address the issues arising from recent and future major development within the
parish’. The Parish Council stated that in 2014 the parish would be entitled to an additional
county councillor and that a further review would be required at this time.
102 After careful consideration of the submissions received we have decided to put forward a
combination of our own proposals and the County Council’s proposed scheme for Gloucester.
We propose eight single-member and two two-member wards for Gloucester. As we did not
receive arguments based on community identities in the majority of the district we have adopted
the County Council’s proposals where they are coterminous and provide good electoral equality.
We propose adopting the County Council’s proposed Abbey, Barnwood, Barton & Tredworth,
Hucclecote, Matson & Robinswood, Moreland and Podsmead & Tuffley divisions as these are
all coterminous with district ward boundaries and would achieve good levels of electoral
equality.
103 We are of the view that the County Council’s proposed Quedgeley division did not reflect
local community identities and interests in its proposal to split the Quedgeley Severn Vale ward
between divisions. We noted the request of Quedgeley Parish Council for single-member
Quedgeley Fieldcourt and Quedgeley Severn Vale divisions covering the whole parish.
However, such a proposal would provide electoral variances of 41% and 34% respectively (30%
and 36% by 2006), which we consider to be unacceptably high. We can only have regard for
40

electorate forecasts up to 2006. Nevertheless, in light of the representations received, we agree
with the Parish Council that the area should not be divided between electoral divisions and
therefore we propose a two-member Quedgeley division to enable Quedgeley parish to be
wholly within in a division while providing for good electoral equality and coterminosity.
104 Where the County Council proposed four non-coterminous single-member divisions we
have amalgamated these divisions to form two coterminous two-member Quedgeley and
Westgate & Kingsholm divisions, which provides 100% coterminosity, good levels of electoral
equality and, in our view, reflects local community identities and interests. We consider that
where wards or groups of wards are not coterminous with county divisions, this can cause
confusion for the electorate at local elections and lead to increased election costs. Nor, in some
areas, is it conducive to effective liaison and co-operative working between the two tiers of local
government in addressing matters of common concern. We consider that the establishment of
two-member divisions would facilitate the best possible levels of coterminosity for the district
while maintaining good levels of electoral equality.
105 In the north of the district we have adopted the County Council’s proposed single-member
Barnwood, Barton & Tredworth and Hucclecote divisions, a revised single-member Longlevens
division comprising the district ward of Longlevens and a two-member Westgate & Kingsholm
division comprising the district wards of Elmbridge, Kingsholm & Wotton and Westgate. We
noted that the alternative to a two-member division in the Westgate area would be two noncoterminous divisions, as proposed by the County Council, or high electoral inequality which
would result from coterminous single-member divisions. All of the proposed divisions would be
coterminous with existing district ward boundaries. The number of electors per councillor in the
proposed Barton & Tredworth, Barnwood, Hucclecote, Longlevens and Westgate & Kingsholm
divisions would initially vary from the county average by 1%, 7%, 4%, 4% and 11% respectively
(3%, 2%, 1%, 2%, and equal to the average, respectively, by 2006).
106 In the central and southern parts of the district we propose adopting the County Council’s
single-member Abbey, Matson & Robinswood, Moreland and Podsmead & Tuffley divisions,
and proposing our own two-member Quedgeley division comprising the district wards of
Grange, Quedgeley Fieldcourt and Quedgeley Severn Vale. All of the proposed divisions would
be coterminous with district ward boundaries. The number of electors per councillor in the
proposed Abbey, Moreland, Podsmead & Tuffley, Quedgeley and Matson & Robinswood
divisions would initially vary from the county average by 4%, 2%, 2%, 5% and 10% respectively
(equal to the average, 2%, 4%, 1% and 5%). Overall, our proposals would secure 100%
coterminosity for the district, compared to 50% in the County Council’s scheme, while
maintaining good electoral equality. Our draft proposals are illustrated on the large map at the
back of the report.

Stroud district
107 Under the current arrangements, Stroud district is represented by 12 county councillors
serving 12 single-member divisions: Berkeley Vale, Bisley, Cam, Dursley, Minchinhampton,
Nailsworth, Painswick, Severn, Stonehouse, Stroud East, Stroud West and Wotton-under-Edge.
There is a high level of electoral imbalance in these divisions, with the number of electors per
councillor varying by more than 10% from the county average in eight divisions and by more
than 20% from the average in five divisions. The worse electoral imbalance is in the Severn
division which currently has 37% fewer electors per councillor than the county average.
108 Under the County Council’s proposals the number of county councillors representing Stroud
would remain at 12, representing 12 single-member divisions.
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Table 13: Gloucestershire County Council’s proposals for Stroud
Proposed division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

Stroud
1

Berkeley Vale

1

2
3
4
5

Bisley & Painswick
Cam
Chalford
Dursley

1
1
1
1

6

Eastington

1

7

Minchinhampton

1

8

Nailsworth

1

9

Stonehouse

1

Stroud East
Stroud West
Wotton-under-Edge

1
1
1

10
11
12

the district ward of Berkeley Vale and the parishes of
Arlingham, Frampton-on Severn, Fretherne-with-Saul and
Slimbridge from Severn ward
the district wards of Bisley, Painswick and Upton St Leonards
the district wards of Cam East and Cam West
the district wards of Chalford and Thrupp
the district wards of Dursely and the parishes of Coaley,
Owlpen and Uley and the parishes of Frocester and Leonard
Stanley from The Stanleys ward
the district wards of Eastington & Standish, Hardwicke, Over
Stroud and the parishes of Moreton Vallence and Whitminster
from Seven ward
the district wards of Minchinhampton, Rodborough and part of
Amberley from Amberley & Woodchester ward
comprising the district wards of Nailsworth and parish of
Woodchester from Amberley & Woodchester ward, and the
parish of Nympsfield from Coaley & Uley ward
the district ward of Stonehouse and the parish of Kings Stanley
from The Stanleys ward
the district wards of Central, Slade, Trinity, Uplands and Valley
the district wards of Caincross and Farmhill & Paganhill
the district ward of the same name and Kingswood

109 The County Council’s proposals provided improved levels of electoral equality although the
Council did not provide any community identity based evidence or argumentation to support its
proposed divisions. However, the Conservative Group stated that it supported the County
Council’s proposed divisions for the district. Under these proposals electoral equality would
improve with the number of electors per councillor in three divisions varying by more than 10%
from the county average and no division by more than 20% from the average. This would
improve by 2006, when the number of electors per councillor in one division would vary by more
than 10% from the county average. The County Council’s proposals would secure 67%
coterminosity in Stroud.
110 Stroud District Council proposed 12 single-member divisions for the district of Stroud. It
provided some evidence and argumentation to support its proposed divisions and stated that its
proposals better reflected local community identities and interests, while maintaining good levels
of electoral equality. It proposed the same Cam, Chalford, Minchinhampton, Stroud East and
Stroud West divisions as proposed by the County Council.
Table 14:Stroud District Council’s proposals for Stroud
Proposed division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

Stroud
1

Berkeley Vale

1

2
3
4
5

Bisley & Painswick
Cam
Chalford
Dursley

1
1
1
1

the district ward of Berkeley and the parishes of Alkington and
Ham & Stone from Vale ward and the parishes of Arlingham,
Slimbridge, Frampton-on-Severn and Fretherne-with-Saul from
Severn ward
the district wards of Bisley, Painswick and Over Stroud
the district wards of Cam East and Cam West
the district wards of Chalford and Thrupp
the district wards of Dursley and Coaley & Uley
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Proposed division name

Number of
councillors

6

Eastington

1

7

Minchinhampton

1

8

Nailsworth

1

9

Stonehouse

1

Stroud East
Stroud West
Wotton-under-Edge

1
1
1

10
11
12

Proposed constituent district wards
the district wards of Hardwicke, Eastington & Standish, Upton St
Leonards and the parishes of Moreton Valence and Whitminster
from Severn ward
the district wards of Minchinhampton, Rodborough and the
parish of Amberley from Amberley and Woodchester ward
the district ward of Nailsworth and the parish of Woodchester
from Amberley & Woodchester ward and the parish of Kings
Stanley from The Stanleys ward
the district wards of Stonehouse and the parishes of Frocester
and Leonard Stanley from The Stanleys ward
the district wards of Central, Slade, Trinity, Uplands and Valley
the district wards of Cainscross and Farmhill & Paganhill
the district wards of Kingswood, Wotton-under-Edge and the
parish of Stinchcombe from Vale ward.

111 Under the District Council’s proposals two of the proposed 12 divisions would vary by more
than 10% from the county average both initially and by 2006. Its proposals would secure a level
of coterminosity of 50% between borough wards and county divisions in Stroud. Stroud District
Council stated that the ‘Cainscross and Farmhill & Paganhill areas of Stroud West are linked
well by schools and local amenities’. They further stated that ‘the five main district wards of
Stroud West form a sensible division with the main town of Stroud as a pivotal point for the
surrounding wards’. It also commented that ‘Chalford and Thrupp wards both sit comfortably
together along the A419’ and should be included together in a Chalford division.
112 We also received representations for Stroud from parish and town councils, a county
councillor and a local resident. Dursley Town Council referred to the large population increase in
the town and stated it would like to see Coaley, Dursley and Uley parishes form a new Dursley
division. Kingswood Parish Council stated it was happy with the existing arrangements. Leonard
Stanley Parish Council stated that it wished to be part of Stonehouse division rather than in a
division with Severn ward with which it has ‘virtually nothing in common’. It further stated that
Leonard Stanley parish ‘has virtually nothing in common with the large spread of Severnside
villages in the Severn ward’ and that Leonard Stanley has strong links with Stonehouse ward,
with its many interrelated services. Stroud Town Council supported the County Council’s
proposals to include Farmhill & Paganhill ward with Cainscross ward. Thrupp Parish Council
stated that, as its parish was currently divided between Chalford and Thrupp district wards, it
wished to see these two wards placed in the same electoral division to allow ‘the community to
stay as closely linked as possible’.
113 Councillor Wheeler, member for Dursley division, disagreed with the County Council’s
proposals for Dursley ward and suggested joining Dursley ward in a division with Coaley & Uley
ward, together with Owlpen and Nympsfield parishes. He further stated that the parishes of
Leonard Stanley and Frocester do not have strong links with Dursely as the two parishes are
separated by an agricultural area with Cam and Dursley on one side and Leonard Stanley and
Frocester with Stonehouse on the other. He also stated that Coaley, Uley, Owlpen and
Nympsfield parishes lie within the natural hinterland of Dursley and Cam and that this has been
recognised in the recent acceptance of the South West Regional Development Agency’s Market
Town Initiative for this area, which does not include either Frocester or Leonard Stanley. Finally,
Councillor Nash, member for Painswick division, expressed her support for the County Council’s
scheme.
114 After careful consideration of all of the submissions received, we have decided to put
forward a combination of the County Council’s, Stroud District Council’s and our own proposals
for Stroud. We have decided to move away from the County Council’s proposals in light of the
local community identity arguments made by Leonard Stanley Parish Council, Dursley Town
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Council, Councillor Wheeler and Thrupp Parish Council. We agree with the arguments by
Leonard Stanley Parish Council, Dursley Town Council and Councillor Wheeler that the
parishes of Leonard Stanley and Frocester should be placed in a Stonehouse division and that
Dursely should be joined in a division with Coaley, Uley, Owlpen and Nympsfield parishes. We
further noted that Stroud District Council proposed the same configuration of parishes and
wards as outlined individually by Leonard Stanley Parish Council, Dursley Town Council and
Councillor Wheeler. We therefore propose to adopt Stroud District Council’s proposals for these
two divisions as we consider that they will reflect local community identities and interests.
However, we consider that Stroud District Council’s proposals cannot be adopted in their
entirety since they did not achieve the best possible levels of coterminosity for the district. We
consider that a combination of the County Council’s, Stroud District Council’s and our own
proposals for Stroud would facilitate higher levels of coterminosity for the district while
maintaining good levels of electoral equality and reflecting local community identities and
interests. We propose adopting the County Council’s and Stroud District Council’s Cam,
Chalford, Stroud East and Stroud West divisions, the County Council’s Wotton-under-Edge
division and Stroud District Council’s Bisley & Painswick, Dursley and Stonehouse divisions, as
they provide good levels of electoral equality and coterminosity.
115 In the northern and western parts of the district we propose a revised Berkeley Vale division
comprising the district wards of Berkeley, Severn and Vale, Stroud District Council’s Bisley &
Painswick division, and a new North Stroud division comprising the district wards of Eastington
& Standish, Hardwicke and Upton St Leonards. The number of electors per councillor in the
proposed Berkeley Vale, Bisley & Painswick and North Stroud divisions would initially vary from
the county average by 19%, 5% and 1% respectively (15%, 8% and 3%, respectively by 2006).
All of these divisions would be coterminous with district ward boundaries. We are of the view
that the relatively high electoral variance in Berkeley Vale division is acceptable in order to
facilitate coterminosity as well as allowing our proposals to reflect community identities across
the central part of the district.
116 In the central part of the district we propose adopting the County Council’s and Stroud
District Council’s Stroud East and Stroud West divisions and a new Rodborough & Woodchester
division comprising the district wards of Rodborough and Woodchester and Kings Stanley
parish from The Stanleys ward. We noted the District Council’s arguments concerning Stroud
West division and we agree that these proposed divisions would reflect local community
identities and interests in Stroud. We propose to adopt Stroud District Council’s Stonehouse
division as we consider that the division reflects the community identity arguments received at
Stage One. As stated by Leonard Stanley Parish Council ‘it is obvious that our village is part of
Stonehouse conurbation with its many interrelated county council services such as roads,
transport and schools’. Furthermore, we agree that it was necessary to split The Stanleys ward
in order to maintain good levels of electoral equality in the district and to reflect local community
identities and interests. The number of electors per councillor in the proposed Rodborough &
Woodchester, Stonehouse, Stroud East and Stroud West divisions would initially vary from the
county average by 6%, equal to the average, 16% and 2% respectively (2%, 3%, 13% and 3%
respectively by 2006).
117 In the southern and eastern part of the district we propose adopting the County Council’s
and Stroud District Council’s proposed Cam and Chalford divisions, Stroud District Council’s
Dursley division, a new Nailsworth & Minchinhampton division comprising the district wards of
Nailsworth and Minchinhampton and the County Council’s Wotton-under-Edge division. We are
of the view that these divisions would best reflect local community identities and interests in the
area. We noted the arguments put forward by Stroud District Council and Thrupp Parish Council
regarding the Chalford division. In light of these arguments we propose adopting the District
Council’s proposed division. We noted the comments received regarding the proposed Dursley
division from the District Council, Dursley Town Council and Councillor Wheeler. All argued that
Dursley should be placed in a division with Coaley, Owlpen, Uley and Nympsfield, as these rural
parishes have a close association with Dursley. The number of electors per councillor in the
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proposed Chalford, Nailsworth & Minchinhampton, Dursley and Wotton-under-Edge divisions
would initially vary from the county average by 3%, 19%, 8% and 6% respectively (6%,19%,
10% and 9% by 2006).
118 We are of the view that our proposals for Stroud provide the best balance between the
statutory criteria and provide a scheme for the district that reflects of many of the submissions
received at Stage One. Our proposals for Stroud would secure 83% coterminosity for the
district. Our draft proposals are illustrated on the large map at the back of the report.

Tewkesbury district
119 Under the current arrangements, Tewkesbury district is represented by eight county
councillors serving eight single-member divisions: Aschurch, Bishop’s Cleeve, Brockworth &
Hucclecote, Churchdown, Mid Tewkesbury, Severn Vale, Tewkesbury & Twyning and
Winchcombe. There is a high degree of electoral imbalance in these divisions, with the number
of electors per councillor varying by more than 10% from the county average in six divisions and
by more than 20% in three divisions. The worst imbalance is in Mid Tewkesbury which currently
has 34% fewer electors than the county average.
120 Under the County Council’s proposals the number of county councillors representing
Tewkesbury would be nine, as it is entitled to by 2006, representing nine single-member
divisions.
Table 15:Gloucester County Council’s proposals for Tewkesbury
Proposed division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

Tewkesbury
1

Aschurch & Twyning

1

2
3

Bishop’s Cleeve
Brockworth &
Hucclecote
Churchdown &
Innsworth
Churchdown &
Shurdington
Cleeve &
Woodmancote

1
1

4
5
6

1
1
1

7

Severn ward

1

8

Tewkesbury

1

9

Winchcombe

1

the district wards of Aschurch & Walton Cardiff, Northway and
Twyning
the district wards of Cleeve St Michael’s and Cleeve West
the district wards of Brockworth and Hucclecote
the district wards of Churchdown St Johns and Innsworth with
Down Hatherley
the district wards of Badgeworth, Churchdown Brookfield and
Shurdington
the district wards of Cleeve Grange, Cleeve Hill, Oxenton Hill
and the parishes of Elmstone, Hardwicke and Uckington from
Coombe Hill ward
the district wards of Hignham with Haw Bridge and the parishes
of Deerhurst, Leigh, Longford, Norton, Sandhurst and
Twigworth from Coombe Hill ward
the district wards of Tewkesbury Newtown, Tewkesbury Prior’s
Park and Tewkesbury Town with Mitton
the district wards of Isbourne and Winchcombe

121 The County Council’s proposals provided improved levels of electoral equality although the
Council did not provide any community identity based evidence or argumentation to support its
proposed divisions. Under these proposals electoral equality would improve with the number of
electors per councillor in two divisions varying by more than 10% from the county average both
initially and by 2006. The County Council’s scheme would secure 78% levels of coterminosity
for the district.
122 Bishop’s Cleeve Parish Council proposed seven single-member and one two-member
division for Tewkesbury. It proposed the same Brockworth & Hucclecote, Churchdown &
Innsworth, Churchdown & Shurdington and Winchcombe divisions as proposed in the County
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Council’s scheme. The Parish Council did not put forward names for the proposed divisions.
Therefore, for ease of reference we have attached our own proposed division names to the
Parish Council’s proposed divisions.
Table 16: Bishop’s Cleeve Parish Council’s proposals for Tewkesbury
Proposed division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

Tewkesbury
1

5

Aschurch, Cleeve &
Oxenton Hill
Brockworth
Churchdown &
Innsworth
Churchdown &
Shurdington
Cleeve

6
7

Severn Vale
Tewkesbury

1
2

8

Winchcombe

1

2
3
4

1
1
1
1
1

the district wards of Aschurch with Walton Cardiff, Cleeve Hill
and Oxenton Hill
the district wards of Brockworth and Hucclecote
the district wards of Churchdown St Johns and Innsworth with
Down Hatherley
the district wards of Badgeworth, Churchdown Brookfield and
Shurdington
the district wards of Cleeve Grange, Cleeve St Michael’s and
Cleeve West
the district wards of Coombe Hill and Highnam with Haw Bridge
the district wards of Northway, Tewkesbury Newtown,
Tewkesbury Prior’s Park, Tewkesbury Town with Mitton and
Twyning
the district wards of Isbourne and Winchcombe

123 Bishop’s Cleeve Parish Council stated that ‘Bishop’s Cleeve parish [which covers Cleeve
Grange, Cleeve St Michael’s and Cleeve West wards] should form a division in its own right’
and objected to the County Council’s proposals to include the Grange area of Bishop’s Cleeve
Parish with more rural areas. It further noted that under the County Council’s proposed
Aschurch & Twyning division the Twyning ward would be completely separated from the rest of
the division ‘with no geographical or cultural connection’. The Parish Council therefore proposed
a two-member Tewkesbury division, combining the whole of the district wards of Northway,
Tewkesbury Newtown, Tewkesbury Prior’s Park, Tewkesbury Town with Mitton with the
Twyning ward north of Tewkesbury town, in order to provide ‘a more rational solution’ to the
area. Under the Parish Council’s proposals electoral equality would improve with the number of
electors per councillor in three divisions varying by more than 10% from the county average.
This would improve by 2006, when the number of electors per councillor in one division would
vary by more than 10% from the average. Furthermore, Bishop’s Cleeve Parish Council’s
proposals would secure 100% coterminosity in the district.
124 We received further representations for Tewkesbury from two parish councils and a county
councillor. Ashchurch Parish Council put forward an alternative proposal for the Tewkesbury
town and Ashchurch area. It proposed a Tewkesbury East division comprising Ashchurch with
Walton Cardiff, Northway and Tewkesbury Newtown wards; and a Tewkesbury West division
comprising Tewkesbury Priors Park, Tewkesbury town with Mitton and Twyning wards. The
Parish Council stated that it’s proposal ‘enables the promotion of a sense of cohesive identity’.
Churchdown Parish Council objected to the County Council’s proposals to split Churchdown
parish and stated that ‘it would be a retrograde step for the parish to be divided and then the two
parts to be joined to parishes which traditionally had no direct connections with Churchdown’.
Councillor Penikit, member for Churchdown division, also objected to the County Council’s
proposals for Churchdown and proposed that Churchdown Brookfield ward be joined with
Churchdown St Johns ward in order for Churchdown to be retained as a single-member
division.
125 After careful consideration of all of the submissions received we have decided to adopt
Bishop’s Cleeve Parish Council’s proposals for Tewkesbury. We consider that Bishop’s Cleeve
Parish Council’s proposals achieved the best possible levels of coterminosity for the district
while providing good levels of electoral equality. Furthermore, we considered that the County
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Council’s scheme could not be adopted in its entirety since it had proposed separating the
Twyning ward from the remainder of the proposed Aschurch & Twyning division, with no
geographical connection between the two. We do not consider the establishment of detached
divisions to be conducive to the provision of effective and convenient local government. Due to
the geographical position of Twyning ward, which shares it’s southern boundary with
Tewkesbury Town with Mitton ward and all it’s remaining boundaries with Worcestershire, it is
necessary to include Twyning ward with Tewkesbury town at division level.
126 We therefore consider that Bishop’s Cleeve Parish Council’s two-member division for
Tewkesbury would provide ‘a rational solution’ in the area while facilitating good electoral
equality and coterminosity. We considered the proposal from Ashchurch Parish Council for new
Tewkesbury East and Tewkesbury West divisions, which we noted were coterminous and did
not involve the creation of detached divisions. However, the proposed Tewkesbury East and
Tewkesbury West divisions would have electoral variances of 2% and 13% respectively (15% in
both divisions by 2006). Bishops Cleeve Parish Council’s proposal for a two-member
Tewkesbury division would provide a higher level of electoral equality as well as uniting the
whole of Tewkesbury town in a single ward. Therefore we propose adopting its proposal rather
than Ashchurch Parish Council’s.
127 We also consider that the County Council’s scheme failed to reflect local community
identities and interests by splitting, unnecessarily, the parish of Bishop’s Cleeve. Bishop’s
Cleeve Parish Council stated that its parish is a ‘self-contained community, with many
characteristics of a small town, including supermarkets, schools and colleges’ and that it is,
therefore, ‘very different in nature to the surrounding district council wards Cleeve Hill, Coombe
Hill and Oxenton Hill’. We agree that dividing the parish of Bishop’s Cleeve would fail to reflect
local community identities and interests in the area.
128 We noted the comments received from Churchdown Parish Council and Councillor Penikit,
concerning Churchdown division. A division comprising Churchdown Brookfield and
Churchdown St John’s wards would provide an electoral variance of 22% (19% by 2006), in light
of the higher level of electoral equality provided under Bishop’s Cleeve Parish Council’s
proposals we propose adopting these as part of our draft recommendations.
129 Under our draft recommendations Aschurch, Cleeve & Oxenton Hills, Bishop’s Cleeve, and
Brockworth divisions would have electoral variances of 12%, 13% and 12% from the county
average respectively (2%, 13% and 4% by 2006). Churchdown & Innsworth, Churchdown &
Shurdington, Severn Vale, Tewkesbury and Winchcombe divisions would have electoral
variances of 1%, 3%, 4%, 7% and 4% from the county average, respectively (3%, 7%, equal to
the county average, 5% and 6% by 2006). Our draft proposals are illustrated on the large map
at the back of the report.

Conclusions
130 Having considered all the evidence and submissions received during the first stage of the
review, we propose that:
•
•

a council of 63 members should be retained;
the boundaries of all divisions, except Brockworth, Bishop’s Cleeve, Cinderford and Wottonunder-Edge will be subject to change as the divisions are based on district wards which
have themselves changed as a result of the district reviews.
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131 As indicated, we have based our draft recommendations on aspects of the County
Council’s and other district-wide schemes we received at Stage One, in addition to some of our
own proposals.
•
•
•
•
•
•

In Cheltenham we have formulated our own proposals. We propose a number of twomember divisions in order to facilitate high coterminosity for the district.
In Cotswold we propose adopting the County Council’s proposals with an amendment to
create a two-member Cirencester division in order to improve electoral equality.
In Forest of Dean we have formulated our own proposals based on submissions received
and any areas of consensus between the County Council and the Conservative Group’s
schemes.
In Gloucester we propose a combination of our own proposals and the County Council’s
proposals. We propose two two-member divisions to facilitate coterminosity.
In Stroud we propose a combination of the County Council’s, Stroud District Council’s and
our own proposals.
In Tewkesbury we propose adopting Bishop’s Cleeve Parish Council’s scheme in its
entirety.

132 Table 17 shows how our draft recommendations will effect electoral equality, comparing
them with the current arrangements (based on 2001 electorate figures) and with forecast
electorates for the year 2006.
Table 17: Comparison of current and recommended electoral arrangements
2001 electorate

2006 forecast electorate

Current
arrangements

Draft
recommendations

Current
arrangements

Draft
recommendations

Number of councillors

63

63

63

63

Number of divisions

63

54

63

54

6,994

6,994

7,317

7,317

41

14

37

10

19

0

20

0

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

133 As shown in Table 17, our draft recommendations for Gloucestershire County Council
would result in a reduction in the number of divisions with an electoral variance of more than
10% from 41 to 14. By 2006 only 10 divisions are forecast to have an electoral variance of more
than 10%.
Draft recommendation
Gloucestershire County Council should comprise 63 councillors serving 54 divisions, as detailed and
named in Tables 1 and 2, illustrated in Appendix A, and on the large map inside the back cover.
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5

What happens next?

134 There will now be a consultation period, during which everyone is invited to comment on the
draft recommendations on future electoral arrangements for Gloucestershire County Council
contained in this report. We will take fully into account all submissions received by
21 October 2003. Any received after this date may not be taken into account. All responses may
be inspected at our offices and those of the County Council. A list of respondents will be
available from us on request after the end of the consultation period.
135 Express your views by writing directly to us:
The Team Leader
Gloucestershire County Review
The Boundary Committee for England
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Street
London SW1P 2HW
136 In the light of responses received, we will review our draft recommendations to consider
whether they should be altered. As indicated earlier, it is therefore important that all interested
parties let us have their views and evidence, whether or not they agree with our draft
recommendations. We will then submit our final recommendations to The Electoral Commission.
After the publication of our final recommendations, all further correspondence should be sent to
The Electoral Commission, which cannot make the Order giving effect to our recommendations
until six weeks after it receives them.
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Appendix A
Code of practice on written consultation
The Cabinet Office’s November 2000 Code of Practice on Written Consultation,
www.cabinet-office.gov.uk/servicefirst/index/consultation.htm, requires all Government
Departments and Agencies to adhere to certain criteria, set out below, on the conduct of public
consultations. Public bodies, such as The Boundary Committee for England, are encouraged to
follow the Code.
The Code of Practice applies to consultation documents published after 1 January 2001, which
should reproduce the criteria, give explanations of any departures, and confirm that the criteria
have otherwise been followed.
Table B1: The Boundary Committee for England’s compliance with Code criteria
Criteria
Timing of consultation should be built into the planning
process for a policy (including legislation) or service
from the start, so that it has the best prospect of
improving the proposals concerned, and so that
sufficient time is left for it at each stage.
It should be clear who is being consulted, about what
questions, in what timescale and for what purpose.
A consultation document should be as simple and
concise as possible. It should include a summary, in
two pages at most, of the main questions it seeks
views on. It should make it as easy as possible for
readers to respond, make contact or complain.
Documents should be made widely available, with the
fullest use of electronic means (though not to the
exclusion of others), and effectively drawn to the
attention of all interested groups and individuals.
Sufficient time should be allowed for considered
responses from all groups with an interest. Twelve
weeks should be the standard minimum period for a
consultation.
Responses should be carefully and open-mindedly
analysed, and the results made widely available, with
an account of the views expressed, and reasons for
decisions finally taken.
Departments should monitor and evaluate
consultations, designating a consultation co-ordinator
who will ensure the lessons are disseminated.

Compliance/departure

We comply with this requirement.

We comply with this requirement.

We comply with this requirement.

We comply with this requirement.

We consult on draft recommendations for a minimum
of eight weeks, but may extend the period if
consultations take place over holiday periods.

We comply with this requirement.

We comply with this requirement.
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