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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 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 are:
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.
This report sets out the Committee’s final recommendations on the electoral arrangements for
the county of Essex.
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Summary
We began a review of Essex County Council’s electoral arrangements on 6 August 2002. We
published our draft recommendations for electoral arrangements on 12 August 2003, after which
we undertook an eight-week period of consultation.
•

This report summarises the representations we received during consultation on our
draft recommendations, and contains our final recommendations to The Electoral
Commission.

We found that the existing arrangements provide unequal representation of electors in Essex:
•
•

In 42 of the 79 divisions, each of which are currently represented by a single
councillor, the number of electors per councillor varies by more than 10% from the
average for the county and 22 divisions vary by more than 20%.
By 2006 this situation is expected to worsen, with the number of electors per
councillor forecast to vary by more than 10% from the average in 45 divisions and by
more than 20% in 23 divisions.

Our main final recommendations for Essex County Council’s future electoral arrangements (see
Tables 1 and 2 and paragraphs 244 - 245) are:
•
•

Essex County Council should have 75 councillors, four fewer than at present,
representing 70 divisions.
As the divisions are based on district wards which have themselves changed as a
result of the recent district reviews, the boundaries of all 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 53 of the proposed 70 divisions the number of electors per councillor would vary
by no more than 10% from the average.
This improved level of electoral equality is forecast to continue, with the number of
electors per councillor in 58 divisions expected to vary by no more than 10% from the
average by 2006.

All further correspondence on these final recommendations and the matters discussed in this
report should be addressed to The Electoral Commission, at the address below, which will not
make an Order implementing them before 8 June 2004. The information in the representations
will be available for public access once the Order has been made.
The Secretary
The Electoral Commission
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Street
London SW1P 2HW
Fax: 020 7271 0667
Email: implementation@electoralcommission.org.uk
(This address should only be used for this purpose.)
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Table 1: Final recommendations: Summary
Division name
(by district council area)

Constituent district wards

Basildon District
1

Basildon Laindon Park & Fryerns

Fryerns; Laindon Park; Lee Chapel North

2

Basildon Pitsea

Pitsea North West; Pitsea South East; St Martins;
Vange

3

Basildon Westley Heights

Langdon Hills; Nethermayne

4

Billericay & Burstead

Billericay East; Billericay West; Burstead

5

Wickford Crouch

Crouch; Wickford Castledon; Wickford North; Wickford
Park

Braintree District
6
7

Bocking

Bocking Blackwater; Bocking North; Bocking South

Braintree Eastern

Braintree East (part); Coggeshall & North Feering;
Cressing & Stisted; Kelvedon

8

Braintree Town

Braintree Central; Braintree East (part); Braintree South

9

Halstead

Gosfield & Greenstead Green; Halstead St Andrews;
Halstead Trinity; The Three Colnes

10

Hedingham

Bumpstead; Hedingham & Maplestead; Stour Valley
North; Stour Valley South; Upper Colne; Yeldham

11

Three Fields with Great Notley

Greatt Notley & Braintree West; Panfield; Rayne; Three
Fields

12

Witham Northern

Black Notley & Terling; Bradwell, Silver End & Rivenhall;
Witham Chipping Hill & Central; Witham North

13

Witham Southern

Hatfield Peverel; Witham South; Witham West

Brentwood Borough
14

Brentwood Hutton

Hutton Central; Hutton East; Hutton North; Hutton
South; Herongate, Ingrave & West Horndon

15

Brentwood North

Brentwood North; Pilgrims Hatch; Shenfield

16

Brentwood Rural

Brizes & Doddinghurst; Ingatestone, Fryerning &
Mountnessing; South Weald; Tipps Cross

17

Brentwood South

Brentwood South; Brentwood West; Warley

Castle Point Borough
18

Canvey Island East

Canvey Island East; Canvey Island North; Canvey
Island South

19

Canvey Island West

Canvey Island Central; Canvey Island West; Canvey
Island Winter Gardens

20

Hadleigh

Boyce (part); Cedar Hall (part); St James; Victoria

21

South Benfleet

Appleton; St Mary’s; Boyce (part)

22

Thundersley

St George’s; St Peter’s; Cedar Hall (part)
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Division name
(by district council area)

Constituent district wards

Chelmsford Borough
23

Broomfield & Writtle

Boreham & Leighs (Great & Little Leighs parish only);
Broomfield & The Walthams; Chelmsford Rural West;
Writtle

24

Chelmer

Boreham & Leighs (Boreham parish only); Little
Baddow, Danbury & Sandon (Danbury and Little
Baddow parishes only); Chelmer Village & Beaulieu
Park;

25

Chelmsford Central

Moulsham & Central; Moulsham Lodge

26

Chelmsford North

Patching Hall; St Andrews

27

Chelmsford West

Goat Hall; Marconi; Waterhouse Farm

28

Great Baddow

Great Baddow East; Great Baddow West; Galleywood

29

South Woodham Ferrers

South Woodham – Chetwood & Collingwood;
South Woodham – Elmwood & Woodville

30

Springfield

Springfield North; The Lawns; Trinity

31

Stock

Bicknacre & East & West Hanningfield; Little Baddow,
Danbury & Sandon (Sandon parish only); Rettendon &
Runwell; South Hanningfield, Stock & Margaretting

Colchester Borough
32

Abbey

Castle (part); Harbour; New Town

33

Constable

Dedham & Langham; Fordham & Stour; Great Tey;
Marks Tey; West Bergholt & Eight Ash Green

34

Drury

Christ Church; Lexden; Prettygate

35

Maypole

Berechurch; Shrub End

36

Mersea and Tiptree

Birch & Winstree (Layer Marney, Layer Breton, Messing
cum Inworth, Great & Little Wigborough, Salcott, Virley
parishes and Tiptree Grove parish ward of Tiptree
parish only); Tiptree; West Mersea

37

Mile End and Highwoods

Highwoods; Mile End

38

Parsons Heath & East Gates

Castle (part); St Anne’s; St John’s

39

Stanway and Pyefleet

Birch & Winstree (Birch, Layer-de-la-Haye parishes
only); Copford & West Stanway; East Donyland;
Pyefleet; Stanway

40

Wivenhoe St Andrew

St Andrew’s; Wivenhoe Cross; Wivenhoe Quay

Epping Forest District
41

Chigwell & Loughton Broadway

Chigwell Row; Chigwell Village; Grange Hill; Loughton
Broadway

42

Epping Theydon Bois

Epping Hemnal; Epping Lindsey & Thornwood
Common; Theydon Bois

43

Loughton Central

Loughton Alderton; Loughton Fairmead; Loughton St
John’s; Loughton St Mary’s

44

Loughton South & Buckhurst Hill

Buckhurst Hill East; Buckhurst Hill West; Loughton
Forest; Loughton Roding

45

North Weald & Nazeing

Broadley Common, Epping Upland & Nazeing;
Hastingwood, Matching & Sheering Village; Lower
Nazeing; Lower Sheering; North Weald Bassett;
Roydon;
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Division name
(by district council area)

Constituent district wards

46

Ongar & Rural

Chipping Ongar, Greensted & Marden Ash; High Ongar,
Willingale & The Rodings; Lambourne; Moreton &
Fyfield; Passingford; Shelley

47

Waltham Abbey

Waltham Abbey High Beach; Waltham Abbey Honey
Lane; Waltham Abbey North East; Waltham Abbey
Paternoster; Waltham Abbey South West

Harlow District
48

Harlow North

Mark Hall; Netteswell; Old Harlow

49

Harlow South East

Bush Fair; Church Langley; Harlow Common (part)

50

Harlow West

Great Parndon; Harlow Common (part); Little Parndon &
Hare Street; Toddbrook; Staple Tye; Sumners &
Kingsmoor;

Maldon District
51

Heybridge & Tollesbury

Great Totham; Heybridge East; Heybridge West;
Tolleshunt D’Arcy; Wickham Bishops & Woodham
(Langford, Little Braxted, Ulting and Wickham Bishops
parishes only)

52

Maldon

Maldon East; Maldon North; Maldon South; Maldon
West; Purleigh; Wickham Bishops & Woodham
(Hazeleigh, Woodham Mortimer and Woodham Walter
parishes only)

53

Southminster

Althorne; Burnham-on-Crouch North; Burnham-onCrouch South; Mayland; Southminster; Tillingham

Rochford District
54

Rayleigh North

Downhall & Rawreth; Lodge; Rayleigh Central; Trinity

55

Rayleigh South

Grange; Sweyne Park; Wheatley; Whitehouse

56

Rochford North

Ashingdon & Canewdon; Hawkwell North; Hawkwell
South (South parish ward of Hawkwell parish only);
Hawkwell West

57

Rochford South

Barling & Sutton; Foulness & Great Wakering; Hawkwell
South (North parish ward of Rochford parish only);
Rochford

58

Rochford West

Hockley Central; Hockley North; Hockley West;
Hullbridge

Tendring District
59

Brightlingsea

Alresford; Brightlingsea; Great Bentley; St Osyth & Point
Clear

60

Clacton East

Haven; St Bartholomews; St Marys; St Pauls

61

Clacton North

Alton Park; Bockings Elms (part); Peter Bruff; Rush
Green

62

Clacton West

Bockings Elm (part); Golf Green; Pier; St James

63

Frinton & Walton

Frinton; Hamford; Holland & Kirby; Homelands; Walton

64

Harwich

Harwich East; Harwich East Central; Harwich West;
Harwich West Central

65

Tendring Rural East

Beaumont & Thorpe; Burrsville; Great & Little Oakley;
Little Clacton & Weeley; Ramsey & Parkeston; St Johns

66

Tendring Rural West

Ardleigh & Little Bromley; Bradfield, Wrabness & Wix;
Lawford; Manningtree, Mistley, Little Bentley &
Tendring; Thorrington, Frating, Elmstead & Great
Bromley
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Division name
(by district council area)

Constituent district wards

Uttlesford District
67

Dunmow

Barnston & High Easter; Broad Oak & The Hallingburys;
Great Dunmow North; Great Dunmow South; Hatfield
Heath; Takeley & The Canfields; The Rodings

68

Saffron Walden

Littlebury; Saffron Walden Audley; Saffron Walden
Castle; Saffron Walden Shire; The Chesterfords;
Wendon Lofts

69

Stansted

Birchanger; Clavering; Elsenham & Henham; Newport;
Stansted North; Stansted South; Stort Valley

70

Thaxted

Ashdon; Felsted; Stebbing; Thaxted; The Eastons; The
Sampfords; Wimbish & Debden

Notes:
1.
The constituent district wards are those resulting from the electoral reviews of the 12 Essex districts
which were completed in 2001. Where whole district wards do not form the building blocks in
parished areas, constituent parishes and parish wards are listed.
2.
The large maps inserted at the back of the report illustrate the proposed divisions outlined above.
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Table 2: Final recommendations for Essex
Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2006)

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Basildon
1

Basildon Laindon Park &
Fryerns

2

27,180

13,590

-1

27,728

13,864

-3

2

Basildon Pitsea

2

31,115

15,558

14

31,349

15,675

10

3

Basildon Westley Heights

1

15,595

15,595

14

15,684

15,684

10

4

Billericay & Burstead

2

27,177

13,589

-1

27,588

13,794

-4

5

Wickford Crouch

2

27,963

13,982

2

29,944

14,972

5

Braintree
6

Bocking

1

13,052

13,052

-4

14,155

14,155

-1

7

Braintree Eastern

1

12,288

12,288

-10

13,300

13,300

-7

8

Braintree Town

1

11,622

11,622

-15

13,746

13,746

-4

9

Halstead

1

14,587

14,587

7

15,456

15,456

8

1

13,665

13,665

0

13,909

13,909

-3

1

10,485

10,485

-23

11,865

11,865

-17

12 Witham Northern

1

13,995

13,995

2

14,439

14,439

1

13 Witham Southern

1

13,490

13,490

-1

14,605

14,605

2

14 Brentwood Hutton

1

14,887

14,887

9

14,906

14,906

4

15 Brentwood North

1

13,526

13,526

-1

13,587

13,587

-5

16 Brentwood Rural

1

13,877

13,877

2

13,952

13,952

-2

17 Brentwood South

1

12,508

12,508

-8

12,956

12,956

-9

18 Canvey Island East

1

14,743

14,743

8

14,968

14,968

5

19 Canvey Island West

1

13,971

13,971

2

14,181

14,181

-1

20 Hadleigh

1

13,046

13,046

-5

13,196

13,196

-8

21 South Benfleet

1

13,432

13,432

-2

13,491

13,491

-6

22 Thundersley

1

12,708

12,708

-7

12,793

12,793

-11

23 Broomfield & Writtle

1

14,023

14,023

3

14,049

14,049

-2

24 Chelmer

1

14,096

14,096

3

15,506

15,506

8

25 Chelmsford Central

1

11,219

11,219

-18

14,509

14,509

1

26 Chelmsford North

1

13,484

13,484

-1

13,588

13,588

-5

27 Chelmsford West

1

13,297

13,297

-3

15,567

15,567

9

28 Great Baddow

1

14,985

14,985

10

15,318

15,318

7

29 South Woodham Ferrers

1

12,553

12,553

-8

13,282

13,282

-7

30 Springfield

1

15,534

15,534

14

15,625

15,625

9

31 Stock

1

13,470

13,470

-1

14,271

14,271

0

10 Hedingham
11

Three Fields with Great
Notley

Brentwood

Castle Point

Chelmsford

12

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

15,887

15,887

11

6

14,598

14,598

2

13,644

0

14,151

14,151

-1

12,575

12,575

-8

12,984

12,984

-9

1

13,695

13,695

0

14,153

14,153

-1

1

10,726

10,726

-22

13,590

13,590

-5

1

12,641

12,641

-8

13,191

13,191

-8

1

13,551

13,551

-1

14,851

14,851

4

1

14,612

14,612

7

15,851

15,851

11

41 Chigwell & Loughton
Broadway

1

12,862

12,862

-6

13,040

13,040

-9

42 Epping Theydon Bois

1

12,824

12,824

-6

13,112

13,112

-8

43 Loughton Central

1

13,175

13,175

-4

13,366

13,366

-7

44 Loughton South &
Buckhurst Hill

1

15,322

15,322

12

15,426

15,426

8

45 North Weald & Nazeing

1

13,300

13,300

-3

13,717

13,717

-4

46 Ongar & Rural

1

11,218

11,218

-18

11,664

11,664

-18

47 Waltham Abbey

1

15,899

15,899

16

16,439

16,439

15

48 Harlow North

1

15,393

15,393

13

15,763

15,763

10

49 Harlow South East

1

14,368

14,368

5

14,534

14,534

2

50 Harlow West

2

29,942

14,971

10

30,899

15,450

8

51 Heybridge & Tollesbury

1

15,015

15,015

10

16,040

16,040

12

52 Maldon

1

14,420

14,420

6

15,261

15,261

7

53 Southminster

1

16,861

16,861

23

17,635

17,635

23

54 Rayleigh North

1

12,634

12,634

-8

13,121

13,121

-8

55 Rayleigh South

1

12,435

12,435

-9

13,015

13,015

-9

56 Rochford North

1

12,635

12,635

-8

13,009

13,009

-9

57 Rochford South

1

11,831

11,831

-13

12,308

12,308

-14

58 Rochford West

1

13,701

13,701

0

13,943

13,943

-3

59 Brightlingsea

1

13,130

13,130

-4

13,783

13,783

-4

60 Clacton East

1

13,116

13,116

-4

13,451

13,451

-6

61 Clacton North

1

12,811

12,811

-6

12,873

12,873

-10

62 Clacton West

1

12,113

12,113

-11

12,546

12,546

-12

63 Frinton & Walton

1

15,611

15,611

14

16,047

16,047

12

64 Harwich

1

13,240

13,240

-3

14,624

14,624

2

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2006)

14,410

14,410

5

1

14,426

14,426

34 Drury

1

13,644

35 Maypole

1

36 Mersea & Tiptree
37 Mile End & Highwoods
38 Parsons Heath & East
Gates
39 Stanway and Pyefleet
40 Wivenhoe St Andrew

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

32 Abbey

1

33 Constable

Division name
(by district council area)

Colchester

Epping Forest

Harlow

Maldon

Rochford

Tendring

13

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

15,069

15,069

5

1

14,639

14,639

2

14,611

7

16,057

16,057

12

15,155

15,155

11

15,457

15,457

8

1

13,252

13,252

-3

14,529

14,529

2

1

11,689

11,689

-14

12,917

12,917

-10

Totals

75

1,024,976

–

–

1,073,053

–

–

Averages

–

–

13,666

–

–

14,307

–

Number
of
electors
per
councillor

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2006)

14,706

14,706

8

1

13,854

13,854

67 Dunmow

1

14,611

68 Saffron Walden

1

69 Stansted
70 Thaxted

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

65 Tendring Rural East

1

66 Tendring Rural West

Division name
(by district council area)

Uttlesford

Source: Electorate figures are based on information provided by Essex 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
There are minor discrepancies between the figures in the draft and final reports in the Halstead and Three Fields with
Great Notley divisions for 2001. The final recommendation report provides the correct information.
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1

Introduction

1 This report contains our final recommendations on the electoral arrangements for the county
of Essex. Our review of the county is part of our programme of periodic electoral reviews
(PERs) of all 386 principal local authority areas in England. Our programme started in 1996 and
is currently expected to finish in 2004.
2

In making final recommendations to The Electoral Commission, we have had 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 1976 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 Reviews (Published by the EC in 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, 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 and boroughs in Essex in July 2001 and we are now conducting
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.
In areas where we are unable to identify single-member divisions that are coterminous with
ward boundaries and provide acceptable levels of electoral equality we will consider
recommending multi-member divisions if they provide a better balance between these two
factors. 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, the Electoral Commission states that we should wherever possible, build
on schemes that 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 division
configuration 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, so far as possible, equal representation across
the local authority as a whole. Schemes which would result in, or retain, an electoral imbalance
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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.
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 one or more
whole district wards. Where wards or groups of wards are not coterminous with county divisions,
this can cause confusion for the electorate at local elections, lead to increased election costs
and, in our view, may not be conducive to effective and convenient local government.
11 We recognise 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 from 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%. Therefore, we recommend that in formulating schemes, interested parties should
seek to secure a level of coterminosity of around 60% to 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
of the existing county council electoral divisions comprise a number of distinct communities,
which is inevitable given the larger number of electors represented by each councillor, and we
would expect that similar situations would continue under our recommendations in seeking the
best balance between 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 expect to put forward such recommendations during county reviews only on an
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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.

The review of Essex
16 We completed the reviews of 11 of the 12 district council areas in Essex in November 2000.
We completed the review of Rochford district in March 2001. Orders for the new electoral
arrangements have since been made. This is our first review of the electoral arrangements of
Essex County Council. The last such review was undertaken by the Local Government
Boundary Commission, which reported to the Secretary of State in November 1980 (Report
No.401).
17 This review was in four stages. Stage One began on 6 August 2002, when we wrote to
Essex County Council inviting proposals for future electoral arrangements. We also notified the
twelve district and borough councils in the county, Essex Police Authority, the Local
Government Association, Essex Local Councils Association, parish and town councils in the
county, Members of Parliament with constituencies in the county, Members of the European
Parliament for the Eastern region, and the headquarters of the main political parties. We placed
a notice in the local press, issued a press release and invited Essex County Council to publicise
the review further. The closing date for receipt of representations, the end of Stage One, was 25
November 2002. At Stage Two we considered all the representations received during Stage
One and prepared our draft recommendations.
18 Stage Three began on 12 August 2003 with the publication of our report, Draft
recommendations on the future electoral arrangements for Essex County Council, and ended on
6 October 2003. During this period we sought comments from the public and any other
interested parties on our preliminary conclusions. Finally, during Stage Four we reconsidered
our draft recommendations in the light of the Stage Three consultation and now publish our final
recommendations.
19 In preparing this report the Committee has had regard to the general duty under section
71(1) of the Race Relations Act 1976 to promote racial equality and to the approach set out in
BCFE (03) 35, Race Relations Legislation, which the Committee considered and agreed at its
meeting on 9 April 2003.
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Current electoral arrangements

20 The county of Essex comprises the twelve districts and boroughs of Basildon, Braintree,
Brentwood, Castle Point, Chelmsford, Colchester, Epping Forest, Harlow, Maldon, Rochford,
Tendring and Uttlesford. The county occupies a unique position stretching between London and
the rural countryside of East Anglia and is bound to the east by the sea.
21 Essex County Council has the second largest population of any English county and in 2001
had an electorate of 1,024,976. By 2006 this is forecast to increase by 5% to 1,073,053. The
Council presently has 79 members, with one member elected from each division
22 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 calculation
may also be described using the shorthand term ‘electoral variance’.
23 At present each councillor represents an average of 12,974 electors, which the County
Council forecasts will increase to 13,583 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 42 of the 79 divisions varies by more than 10% from the
county average, and 22 divisions vary by more than 20%. The worst imbalance is in Springfield
division where the councillor represents 65% more electors than the county average.
24 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 Essex, we are faced with a new starting point for considering
electoral divisions. Our proposals for county divisions are 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 twenty years which have resulted in
electoral imbalances across the county, changes to most if not all of the existing county
electoral divisions are inevitable.
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Table 3: Existing electoral arrangements

Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2006)

Variance
from
average
%

11,844

-9

11,891

-12

Basildon District
1

Basildon Crouch

1

2

Basildon Fryerns

1

9,469

-27

9,531

-30

3

Basildon Gloucester Park

1

11,275

-13

11,421

-16

4

Basildon Laindon

1

9,994

-23

10,334

-24

5

Basildon Pitsea

1

16,838

30

16,978

25

6

Basildon Vange

1

13,102

1

13,219

-3

7

Basildon Westley Heights

1

13,212

2

13,278

-2

8

Billericay North

1

14,304

10

14,508

7

9

Billericay South

1

12,873

-1

13,080

-4

Wickford

1

16,119

24

18,053

33

10

Braintree District
11

Bocking

1

12,539

-3

13,843

2

12

Braintree East

1

17,512

35

18,834

39

13

Braintree West

1

18,721

44

21,922

61

14

Halstead

1

14,819

14

15,698

15

15

Hedingham

1

12,726

-2

12,930

-5

16

Witham Northern

1

14,096

9

14,329

5

17

Witham Southern

1

12,771

-2

13,919

2

-25

10,142

-25

Brentwood Borough
18

Brentwood Central

1

9,717

19

Brentwood Hutton

1

11,973

-8

11,990

-12

20

Brentwood North

1

9,207

-29

9,225

-32

21

Brentwood Rural

1

12,401

-4

12,471

-8

22

Brentwood South

1

11,500

-11

11,573

-15

Castle Point Borough
23

Benfleet

1

9,861

-24

9,901

-27

24

Canvey Island East

1

14,631

13

14,856

9

25

Canvey Island West

1

14,083

9

14,293

5

26

Great Tarpots

1

10,803

-17

10,840

-20

27

Hadleigh

1

8,886

-32

9,006

-34

Thundersley

1

9,636

-26

9,733

-28

28
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2006)

Variance
from
average
%

Chelmsford Borough
29

Broomfield and Writtle

1

10,304

-21

10,290

-24

30

-3

14,454

6

Chelmsford East

1

12,582

31

Chelmsford North

1

11,861

-9

11,947

-12

32

Chelmsford South

1

11,739

-10

13,525

0

33

Chelmsford West

1

10,483

-19

12,488

-8

34

Great Baddow

1

10,317

-20

10,634

-22

35

Springfield

65

22,829

68

Stock

1
1

21,388

36

13,968

8

14,745

9

37

Woodham Ferrers and
Danbury

1

20,019

54

20,803

53

1

11,131

-14

11,265

-17

13,225

2

13,695

1

Colchester Borough
38

Constable

39

Drury

1

40

Maypole

1

12,257

-6

12,615

-7

41

Mersea and Stanway

1

16,010

23

17,051

26

42

Old Heath

1

12,942

0

14,183

4

Park
Parsons Heath
Tiptree
Wivenhoe St Andrew

1
1
1
1

13,669
14,706
12,644
13,696

5
13
-3
6

17,151
15,338
13,170
14,788

26
13
-3
9

43
44
45
46

Epping Forest District
47

Buckhurst Hill

1

10,819

-17

10,913

-20

48

Chigwell

1

9,684

-25

9,824

-28

49

Epping

1

12,824

-1

13,112

-3

50
51
52
53

Loughton St John's
Loughton St Mary's
North Weald and Nazeing
Ongar

1
1
1
1

9,979
10,877
10,539
13,979

-23
-16
-19
8

10,021
11,074
10,845
14,536

-26
-18
-20
7

54

Waltham Abbey

1

15,899

23

16,439

21

1
1
1

12,077
10,487
15,805

-7
-19
22

12,237
10,707
15,987

-10
-21
18

1

10,178

-22

10,879

-20

1

11,156

-14

11,386

-16

1
1
1

14,941
16,586
14,769

15
28
14

15,776
17,364
15,796

16
28
16

Harlow District
55
56
57
58
59

Great Parndon
Harlow and Mark Hall
Harlow Common
Little Parndon and Town
Centre
Netteswellbury

Maldon District
60
61
62

Maldon
Southminster
Tollesbury

21

Number
of
councillors

Electorate
(2001)

Variance
from
average
%

Electorate
(2006)

Variance
from
average
%

1
1
1
1
1

11,657
13,412
13,507
11,831
12,829

-10
3
4
-9
-1

12,101
14,035
13,904
12,308
13,048

-11
3
2
-9
-4

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

12,742
13,429
15,109
14,991
15,611
13,240
11,459
12,000

-2
4
16
16
20
2
-12
-8

13,615
13,684
15,397
15,341
16,047
14,624
11,868
12,456

0
1
13
13
18
8
-13
-8

Dunmow
Saffron Walden
Stansted
Thaxted

1
1
1
1

12,715
16,153
13,500
12,339

-2
24
4
-5

13,405
16,479
14,779
14,297

-1
21
9
5

Totals

79

1,024,976

–

1,073,053

–

Averages

–

12,974

–

13,583

–

Division name
(by district council area)
Rochford District
63
64
65
66
67

Rayleigh North
Rayleigh South
Rochford North
Rochford South
Rochford West

Tendring District
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75

Brightlingsea
Clacton East
Clacton North
Clacton West
Frinton and Walton
Harwich
Tendring Rural East
Tendring Rural West

Uttlesford District
76
77
78
79

Source: Electorate figures are based on information provided by Essex 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 Hadleigh division in Castle Point borough were
relatively over-represented by 32%, while electors in Springfield division in Chelmsford borough
were relatively under-represented by 65%. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole
number.
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Draft recommendations

25 During Stage One we received 61 representations, including a county-wide scheme from
Essex County Council. We also received a number of district-wide schemes from the Liberal
Democrat County Co-ordinating Committee (Liberal Democrat CCC) and the Liberal Democrat
Group on the Council. We also received submissions from 11 local political groups, five district
and borough councils, 20 parish and town councils and one Member of Parliament. Nineteen
other submissions were received from local councillors, community groups and local residents.
In the light of these representations and evidence available to us, we reached preliminary
conclusions which were set out in our report, Draft recommendations on the future electoral
arrangements for Essex County Council.
26 Our draft recommendations were based on the County Council’s proposals, which achieved
some improvement in electoral equality. However, we moved away from the County Council’s
scheme in a number of areas, in order to improve electoral equality and coterminosity. We
proposed that:
•
•

Essex County Council should be served by 75 councillors;
there should be 68 electoral divisions, involving changes to the boundaries of all of the
existing divisions.

Draft recommendation
Essex County Council should comprise 75 councillors, serving 68 divisions.
27 Our proposals would have resulted in significant improvements in electoral equality, with the
number of electors per councillor in 55 of the 68 divisions varying by no more than 10% from the
county average both initially and by 2006.
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Responses to consultation

28 During the consultation on our draft recommendations report, we received 109
representations. A list of all respondents is available from us on request. All representations
may be inspected at our offices and those of Essex County Council.

Essex County Council
29 The County Council supported the draft recommendations for Brentwood, Castle Point,
Harlow, Maldon, Rochford, Tendring and Uttlesford districts. It reiterated its Stage One
submission for Basildon, Chelmsford, Colchester and Epping Forest. It proposed an amendment
to the draft recommendations in Braintree. It stated that it opposed the use of two-member
divisions in principle, except in Harlow district.

Political Parties
30 The Liberal Democrat CCC supported the draft recommendations in eight districts, and
proposed alternative arrangements in the four other districts. We received support for our draft
recommendations from the Billericay Constituency Liberal Democrats and Epping Forest District
Liberal Democrat Group for Basildon and Epping Forest districts respectively. Witham &
Braintree Green Party opposed the reduction in council size and proposed a number of
amendments to the draft recommendations in Braintree district. In Brentwood borough, the
Conservative Group on Brentwood Borough Council opposed our proposals in the Hutton area.
In Chelmsford we received opposition to our proposals from Essex County Labour Party,
Chelmsford & Maldon Liberal Democrats, the Liberal Democrat Group on Chelmsford Borough
Council, Great Baddow Labour Party, Chelmsford Borough Labour Party and The Conservative
Party (West Chelmsford). These groups all supported single-member divisions in the town.
31 Colchester Conservative Association opposed our draft recommendations and reasserted
the County Council’s Stage One proposals. In Epping Forest district we received opposition to
our proposals from Epping Forest Constituency Labour Party, Epping Forest Conservative
Association and the Conservative Group on Epping Forest District Council who all proposed that
Waltham Abbey should be united in one division. Harlow Liberal Democrats put forward
amendments to the draft recommendations which were identical to the Liberal Democrat CCC’s
proposals. North Essex Conservative Association supported our proposals in Tendring district
and endorsed the proposals of the County Council in Colchester.

District and borough councils
32 Epping Forest District Council proposed to unite Waltham Abbey in one division. Tendring
District Council supported the draft recommendations but proposed one amendment in Clacton.
Uttlesford District Council supported the draft recommendations for Uttlesford.

Parish and town councils
33 We received 13 responses from parish and town councils. In Basildon district, Ramsden
Bellhouse Parish Council supported our draft recommendations. In Braintree district, Coggeshall
Parish Council supported the proposals. In Chelmsford borough, South Woodham Ferrers Town
Council supported the proposals in its area. East Hanningfield Parish Council supported the
recommendations and Great Baddow Parish Council stated that ideally there should be no
change to the existing divisions. In Colchester borough Stanway Parish Council supported the
proposals in relation to Stanway parish. Tiptree Parish Council stated it accepted the
recommendations and Wivenhoe Town Council objected to the draft recommendations.
34 In Epping Forest district, Loughton Town Council opposed dividing Loughton parish between
three divisions and Waltham Abbey Town Council proposed to unite Waltham Abbey in one
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division. In Maldon district, Heybridge Parish Council proposed that Tollesbury division be
renamed Heybridge. In Tendring District, Brightlingsea Town Council proposed that
Brightlingsea and Thorrington parishes remain in the same division. In Uttlesford, Great
Dunmow Town Council reasserted its Stage One proposals.

Members of Parliament
35 We received submissions from four MPs. In Braintree district, Mr Hurst (Braintree
constituency) supported the recommendations for Braintree. The Rt Hon. Sir Alan Haselhurst
(Saffron Walden constituency) also supported the recommendations for Braintree and the
recommendations for Uttlesford district. Mr Pickles (Brentwood & Ongar constituency) proposed
alternative arrangements in Brentwood borough and Epping Forest district. Mr Russell
(Colchester constituency) supported the recommendations for Colchester Borough, but
proposed a number of division name changes.

County and district councillors
36 We received 20 representations from local councillors. Councillor M Webster (member for
Rayleigh South) endorsed the County Council’s Stage One submission for Chelmsford,
Colchester and Epping Forest. She also proposed an amendment in Braintree district.
Councillor Finn (member for Loughton St John’s) generally supported the draft
recommendations. We received support for our draft recommendations in Braintree district from
Councillor Barlow (member for Witham North), Councillor Tearle (member for Witham West).
Councillor Mann (member for Bocking North), Councillor Evans (member for Witham North) and
Councillor Gyford (member for Witham North).
37 In Brentwood Borough Councillor Dyson (member for Brentwood Rural) stated that seven
parishes to the north of Brentwood should be contained in one division and Councillor McGinley
(member for Hutton Central) stated that the Hutton area should not be divided. In Chelmsford
borough we received opposition to our proposals from Councillor Gale (member for Chelmsford
East), Councillor Smith-Hughes (member for Chelmsford North), Councillor Spurgeon (member
for Chelmsford West), Councillor Allen (member for Chelmsford South) and Councillor Horslen
(member for Marconi). In Colchester Borough Councillor Lucas (member for Drury) requested
we consider Stage One proposals of Essex County Council again. Councillor Spyvee (member
for Castle) and Councillor Ilott (member for Stanway) proposed some alternative division
names.
38 In Epping Forest district, Councillor E Webster (member for Waltham Abbey) objected to the
draft recommendations and proposed that Waltham Abbey should be united in one division. She
also submitted 118 completed questionnaires and a petition to demonstrate the support for
uniting Waltham Abbey in one division. Councillor Stavrou (member for Waltham Abbey High
Beach) also proposed that Waltham Abbey should be united. In Tendring district, Councillor
Stock (member for Ardleigh & Little Bromley) and Councillor Sandy (member for Tendring Rural
West) supported our proposals.

Other Representations
39 A further 50 representations were received in response to our draft recommendations from
local organisations and residents. In Braintree District, Colchester & East Essex Co-op Party
Witham & District Branch, Braintree & Bocking Carnival Committee and 19 local residents
supported our proposals. In Brentwood Borough, Brindles Wood Residents Association and four
local residents objected to the proposals in Hutton, which they all stated should be united in one
division. In Chelmsford borough Chelmsford Star Co-Operative Party, Communication Workers
Union and nine local residents all objected to the draft recommendations and broadly supported
the Labour Party’s proposal. (Chelmsford Star Co-Operative Party also noted its support for the
proposals in Braintree).
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40 In Colchester three local residents made a number of comments. In Epping Forest District,
Paternoster Action Group, Waltham Abbey Town Forum, Waltham Abbey Citizens Advice
Bureau, Waltham Abbey Church and five local residents all proposed that Waltham Abbey be
united in one division. Another Essex resident opposed electoral equality as a method of
proposing divisions.
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Analysis and final recommendations

41 As with our reviews of districts, our primary aim in considering the most appropriate electoral
arrangements for Essex is to achieve electoral equality. In doing so we have regard to section
13(5) of the Local Government Act 1992 (as amended) which defines the need to secure
effective and convenient local government, 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’.
42 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.
43 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 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. 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.
44 We accept that the achievement of absolute electoral equality for the authority as a whole is
likely to be unattainable, especially when also seeking to achieve coterminosity in order to
facilitate convenient and effective local government. 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 identities. 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.
45 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. Our
proposals do not take account of parliamentary boundaries, and we are not therefore able to
take into account any representations that are based on these issues.

Electorate forecasts
46 Since 1975 there has been an 0.3% increase in the electorate of Essex county. At Stage
One the County Council submitted electorate forecasts for the year 2006, projecting an increase
in the electorate of approximately 5% from 1,024,976 to 1,073,949 over the five-year period
from 2001 to 2006. It expects most of the growth to be in Chelmsford and Colchester Boroughs
although a significant amount is also expected in the more rural Braintree and Tendring 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 fiveyear period and assumed occupancy rates. During Stage Two the Liberal Democrat Group and
the Chelmsford & Maldon Liberal Democrats raised concerns that the figures submitted by the
County Council were inaccurate in two of the urban Chelmsford wards. They stated that the
allocation of electors between proposed divisions was inaccurate. Following further examination
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of the figures, the Liberal Democrat Group stated that they were only concerned by the
forecasts for Moulsham & Central Ward.
47 We asked the County Council to respond to these concerns, which they did, submitting new
figures for Moulsham & Central ward and stating that it had been difficult to provide accurate
information due to the ‘special circumstances applying to Central Chelmsford because of the
number of proposed large-scale new developments at various stages of progress’. They also
took this opportunity to re-examine the figures for the rest of the county. In doing so they noted
a minor error in the calculations for the 2006 electorate projection in the proposed Tollesbury
division in Maldon district. The County Council submitted a revised total electorate correcting
this error, stating that the county is projected to have an electorate of 1,074,149 by 2006. We
accept that forecasting electorates is an inexact science, and having considered the revised
forecast electorates, we stated in our draft recommendations report that we were satisfied that
they represented the best estimates that could reasonably be made at the time.
48 During Stage Three Essex County Labour Group and the Liberal Democrat CCC stated in
their respective submissions that Chelmsford Borough Council had withdrawn, in its entirety, the
Replacement Chelmsford Borough Local Plan since the publication of the draft
recommendations. They noted that this had resulted in the withdrawal of a major housing
development in the Boreham area, resulting in significantly over-estimated electorate forecasts
in the area. They also considered that the forecasts for the electorates of Marconi and
Moulsham & Central wards are ‘open to question’ due to the withdrawal of the Local Plan but
acknowledged that in this area the impact on the electorate forecasts is ‘unpredictable’. We
contacted the County Council and asked them to respond to these comments.
49 The County Council responded confirming that the Local Plan had been withdrawn and it
could therefore not confirm that any part of the housing development in Boreham would take
place by 2006. It subsequently amended its 2006 electorate forecast figures for Boreham & the
Leighs ward which it calculated would have 1096 fewer electors than it had initially forecast.
This has reduced the total county electorate forecast to 1,073,053. This decrease in the
electorate of forecast figures for 2006 has not affected the allocation of councillors between
districts and boroughs. The County Council did not revise the figures for any other wards and
we remain satisfied that they represent the best estimates currently available.

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 Essex County Council currently has 79 members. At Stage One, the County Council
proposed a decrease in council size of four, to 75 members. Essex Liberal Democrat CCC also
proposed a council size of 75. Great Baddow Parish Council stated that ‘there should not be a
reduction in the overall number of seats on the County Council.’ North Weald Bassett Parish
Council opposed a reduction of council size that would result in the number of councillors
allocated to Epping Forest district being reduced by one (as would be the case under the
County Council’s proposals).
52 After considering the evidence at Stage One, we did not consider that we had sufficient
evidence and argumentation to make a decision on the most appropriate council size for Essex
County Council. We therefore asked the respondents who had initially provided some detailed
evidence regarding council size to provide further argumentation to fully justify why Essex
County Council would function more effectively under a council size of 75 than under the
existing size of 79. We received further evidence from both the County Council and the Liberal
Democrat CCC and in our draft recommendations report we adopted the Council’s proposal for
a council of 75 as we were persuaded that this would secure the most effective and convenient
local government for Essex.
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53 During Stage Three, we received general support for a council size of 75. We did not
receive any alternatives to this council size, although Witham & Braintree Green Party opposed
any reduction in council size, as it considered that ‘increasing the size and populations of county
divisions’ will worsen the ‘perception that County Councillors can be more remote from
communities than District and Parish representatives’.
54 We have considered the representations received at Stage Three and, in light of the support
we received and, given that we have not received any evidence to persuade us to move away
from our draft recommendation, we have decided to confirm our draft recommendation for a
council size of 75 as final.

Electoral arrangements
55 In our draft recommendations we adopted schemes, some with amendments and others in
their entirety, proposed by the County Council, two district councils, the Liberal Democrats and
two local Labour parties. In Basildon and Harlow districts we proposed our own schemes to
improve the balance between the statutory criteria.
56 We adopted the County Council’s proposals in their entirety in the districts of Maldon and
Rochford as we considered that its proposals provided the best balance between achieving
good levels of both electoral equality and coterminosity. In the districts of Tendring and
Uttlesford we adopted the County Council’s proposals with minor amendments in order to
improve coterminosity. We adopted schemes based on the proposals of both the Liberal
Democrat Group and the Liberal Democrat CCC in three districts. In Brentwood borough we
proposed adopting their identical scheme in its entirety, while in Colchester borough we made a
number of amendments to their proposed scheme to improve on the level of electoral equality
and coterminosity. In Chelmsford borough we adopted the Liberal Democrat CCC’s scheme
with a number of amendments.
57 We adopted schemes proposed by the local Labour parties in Braintree district and Castle
Point borough with minor amendments to improve the balance between electoral equality and
coterminosity. In the district of Epping we adopted the scheme put forward by Epping Forest
District Council in its entirety as we considered that it provided a better balance between
electoral equality and coterminosity than the County Council’s proposals. In the districts of
Basildon and Harlow we built on the submissions received at Stage One and put forward our
own proposals which we considered provided a better balance between electoral equality and
coterminosity.
58 As stated earlier in the report, following the commencement of Part IV of the Local
Government Act 2000, we may now recommend the creation of multi-member divisions. We did
not receive any proposals at Stage One that included multi-member divisions. However, as part
of our draft recommendations we proposed a number of two-member divisions in the urban
areas of three districts where we considered that they provided a better balance between the
statutory criteria than either the existing arrangements or any of the proposals received at Stage
One. We proposed four two-member divisions in the urban district of Basildon, two two-member
divisions in the urban centre of Chelmsford Borough and one two-member division in the district
of Harlow.
59 During Stage Three, we received 109 submissions. The majority of these submissions
related to Braintree, Brentwood, Chelmsford and Epping Forest districts. We received
opposition to the majority of the two-member divisions that we proposed. The County Council
stated that it opposed them in principle although in Harlow District it considered a two-member
division was acceptable. In Chelmsford, in particular, we received opposition to the two twomember divisions that we proposed and many of the respondents expressed their support for
the Labour Party’s proposal for Chelmsford, which comprised a uniform pattern of singlemember divisions. In Braintree we received wide support for our proposals from councillors and
local residents. In Epping Forest, the majority of respondents opposed dividing Waltham Abbey
31

between divisions. Councillor E Webster (member for Waltham Abbey) forwarded 118
questionnaires and a petition demonstrating the local support for uniting Waltham Abbey in a
single division. We also received opposition for dividing Hutton between divisions in Brentwood
borough. In Colchester we received some support for our draft recommendations and also some
evidence in support of the County Council’s Stage One proposals. In the rest of the districts our
draft recommendations generated few comments or criticisms. We did not receive any further
evidence of community identities or argumentation to persuade us to move away from our draft
recommendations as part of our final recommendations. Our final recommendations provide
71% coterminosity between district ward and county division boundaries.
60 We have reviewed our draft recommendations in the light of further evidence and the
representations received during Stage Three. For county electoral division purposes, the
following areas, based on existing districts, are considered in turn:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.
vi.
vii.
viii.
ix.
x.
xi.
xii.

Basildon district
Braintree district
Brentwood borough
Castle Point borough
Chelmsford borough
Colchester borough
Epping Forest district
Harlow district
Maldon district
Rochford district
Tendring district
Uttlesford district

(page 32)
(page 34)
(page 37)
(page 39)
(page 40)
(page 45)
(page 49)
(page 53)
(page 56)
(page 57)
(page 58)
(page 60)

61 Details of our final recommendations are set out in Tables 1 and 2 and on the large maps
inserted at the back of this report.

Basildon district
62 Under the current arrangements, the district of Basildon is represented by ten county
councillors serving ten divisions. Basildon Crouch, Basildon Fryerns, Basildon Gloucester Park,
Basildon Laindon and Billericay South divisions are over-represented, with 9%, 27%, 13%, 23%
and 1% fewer electors per councillor than the county average respectively (13%, 30%, 16%,
24% and 4% fewer by 2006). Basildon Pitsea, Basildon Vange, Basildon Westley Heights,
Billericay North and Wickford divisions are under-represented with 30%, 1%, 2%, 10% and 24%
more electors than the county average respectively (25% more, 3% fewer, 2% fewer, 7% more
and 33% more by 2006).
63 During Stage One, we received four submissions in relation to the district of Basildon. Essex
County Council, the Liberal Democrat CCC and the Billericay & Basildon Liberal Democrats
each submitted district-wide schemes, all of which used whole polling districts as the building
blocks for their proposals. Each of the schemes that we received at Stage One outlined a
uniform pattern of single-member divisions.
64 Under the County Council’s proposals, 22% coterminosity would be secured between district
wards and county divisions, and a satisfactory level of electoral equality. To the north of the
A130, the Liberal Democrat CCC scheme was broadly similar to the County Council’s
submission. To the south of the A130, the Liberal Democrat CCC scheme provided a similar
level of electoral equality to the County Council submission but used different boundaries. The
Liberal Democrat CCC noted that ‘satisfactory coterminosity is difficult to reconcile with electoral
variance because of the size of the existing district wards’. Its scheme provided a level of 11%
coterminosity and provided similar levels of electoral equality to the County Council’s
submission.
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65 The Billericay & Basildon Liberal Democrats’ submission was very similar to the Liberal
Democrat CCC’s submission but did not provide any coterminous divisions. Ramsden Bellhouse
Parish Council proposed a division name change.
66 We carefully considered the representations we received at Stage One. We noted the
reasonable levels of electoral equality proposed by all three district-wide schemes. However,
the schemes all provided very poor levels of coterminosity. In this district the size and
distribution of the existing district wards makes it very difficult to propose single-member
divisions that provide both good electoral equality and a high level of coterminosity. We noted
that neither the County Council or the Liberal Democrats proposed any two-member divisions in
the county. However, we considered that in Basildon they are the only means of attaining an
acceptable balance between electoral equality and coterminosity. We also considered that the
relatively urban nature of the district means that two-member divisions would not be
unacceptably large geographically. We received little argumentation from either the County
Council or the Liberal Democrats in support of their submissions and, in light of the poor levels
of coterminosity achieved, were not persuaded to adopt them. We therefore proposed twomember divisions based on the single-member divisions proposed by the County Council and
the Liberal Democrats so that our scheme is based as far as possible on locally generated
schemes.
67 To improve coterminosity, we proposed a pattern of four two-member divisions and one
single-member division. In the north of the district we formed these divisions by combining the
single-member divisions proposed by both the County Council and the Liberal Democrats. In the
south of the district we proposed two of our own two-member divisions and a single-member
division which was proposed by the Liberal Democrats. In the north of the district we proposed a
two-member Billericay & Burstead division, containing the district wards of Billericay East,
Billericay West and Burstead and a two-member Wickford Crouch division containing the district
wards of Crouch, Wickford Castledon, Wickford North and Wickford Park. We noted Ramsden
Bellhouse Parish Council’s proposal to rename an existing division. However we considered
that the constituent parts of the new division were better reflected in the name Wickford Crouch.
In the south of the district we proposed a two-member Basildon Laindon Park & Fryerns division
containing the district wards of Fryerns, Laindon Park and Lee Chapel North. We also proposed
a two-member Basildon Pitsea division containing the district wards of Pitsea North West,
Pitsea South East, St Martins and Vange and a single-member Basildon Westley Heights
division containing the district wards of Langdon Hills and Nethermayne, as proposed by the
Liberal Democrats.
68 Under our draft recommendations, the district of Basildon would have 100% coterminosity
between district ward and county division boundaries. Under our draft recommendations,
Basildon Laindon Park & Fryerns and Billericay & Burstead divisions would both initially contain
1% fewer electors per councillor than the county average respectively (3% and 4% fewer
respectively by 2006). Basildon Pitsea, Basildon Westley Heights and Wickford Crouch divisions
would initially contain 14%, 14% and 2% more electors per councillor than the county average
respectively (9%, 10% and 5% more by 2006).
69 During Stage Three, we received five submissions in relation to the district of Basildon. The
County Council and Councillor Finn (member for Loughton St John’s) endorsed the County
Council’s Stage One proposals. The County Council stated that this was because of the
‘unacceptability of the proposals for two-member divisions’. It stated that their ‘main
disadvantage concerns a councillor’s ability to identify with their electoral division and for the
constituents to identify with their councillor’. It did not provide any further evidence to support its
proposal. The Liberal Democrat CCC also endorsed its Stage One submission but did not
provide any further evidence.
70 Billericay Constituency Liberal Democrats and Ramsden Bellhouse Parish Council
supported the draft recommendations. The Billericay Constituency Liberal Democrats stated
that ‘the boundaries … relate reasonably well to the individual communities of Billericay and
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Wickford and more generally to the ward boundaries throughout the district’. It also stated that it
had ‘no objections to the creation of two-member divisions’.
71 Having carefully considered the representations received, we have decided to confirm our
draft recommendations as final as we consider that they provide a good balance between the
statutory criteria and coterminosity and we have received no evidence to persuade us to move
away from them. We note that the County Council opposed two-member divisions in this area
and endorsed their Stage One proposals. However, we received no further argumentation to
support the poor level of coterminosity that its scheme provides and were therefore not
persuaded to adopt it. We also note the support for the divisions that we proposed in our draft
recommendations.
72 As noted previously, the total electorate forecast for the County has decreased since the
draft recommendations. Consequently the average councillor:elector ratio has also slightly
decreased. This has had a minor impact on the electoral equality of some divisions for 2006.
Under our final recommendations, the district of Basildon will have 100% coterminosity between
district ward and county division boundaries. Basildon Laindon Park & Fryerns and Billericay &
Burstead divisions would both initially contain 1% fewer electors per councillor than the county
average respectively (3% and 4% fewer respectively by 2006). Basildon Pitsea, Basildon
Westley Heights and Wickford Crouch divisions would initially contain 14%, 14% and 2% more
electors per councillor than the county average respectively (10%, 10% and 5% more by 2006).
Our final recommendations are illustrated on Sheet One at the back of this report.

Braintree district
73 Under the current arrangements, the district of Braintree is represented by seven county
councillors representing seven divisions. Bocking, Hedingham and Witham Southern divisions
are over-represented, with 3%, 2% and 2% fewer electors per councillor than the county
average respectively (2% more, 5% fewer and 2% more by 2006). Braintree East, Braintree
West, Halstead and Witham Northern divisions are under-represented with 35%, 44%, 14% and
9% more electors than the county average respectively (39%, 61%, 15% and 5% more by
2006).
74 During Stage One, we received 21 submissions in relation to the district of Braintree. Essex
County Council and Braintree Constituency Labour Party submitted district-wide schemes. The
two schemes were broadly similar in the divisions that cover the twin towns of Braintree and
Bocking and also in the rural west and the rural east. The remaining proposed divisions varied
more significantly.
75 In the rural north of the district, the County Council proposed a Hedingham division
containing the district wards of Bumpstead, Hedingham & Maplestead, Stour Valley North,
Upper Colne, Yeldham and part of Gosfield & Greenstead Green district ward (Greenstead
Green and Halstead rural parish only). In the east of the district the County Council proposed a
coterminous Halstead division containing the district wards of Halstead St Andrew’s, Halstead
Trinity, Stour Valley South and The Three Colnes. To the south-east of the district the County
Council proposed a Coggeshall division containing the district wards of Coggeshall & North
Feering, Cressing & Stisted, Kelvedon and part of Bradwell, Silver End & Rivenhall district ward
(the parishes of Bradwell and Silver End) and part of Braintree East ward (the polling districts to
the East of Millennium Way and the Lakes Industrial Park). It also proposed a Witham Northern
division containing the district wards of Witham Chipping Hill & Central, Witham North, Witham
West and part of Bradwell, Silver End & Rivenhall district ward (the parish of Rivenhall).
76 The County Council proposed a coterminous South division containing the district wards of
Black Notley & Terling, Hatfield Peverel and Witham South. In the rural west it proposed The
Fields division containing the district wards of Great Notley & Braintree West, Panfield, Rayne,
Three Fields and part of Gosfield & Greenstead Green (Bocking High Garrett and Gosfield
parish). In the urban centre of Braintree district, where the twin towns of Braintree and Bocking
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lie, the County Council proposed a coterminous Bocking division containing the district wards of
Bocking Blackwater, Bocking North and Bocking South and a Braintree division containing the
district wards of Braintree Central, Braintree South and part of Braintree East (less the area to
the east of Millennium Way and the Lakes Industrial Park). Under the County Council’s
proposals, 38% coterminosity would be secured between district wards and county divisions.
Two divisions would have electoral variances of over 10% by 2006.
77 The Braintree Constituency Labour Party submitted a district-wide scheme in which ‘all the
proposed county divisions maintain or strengthen existing community ties and electoral
arrangements’. Its proposed Bocking and Three Fields with Great Notley divisions were identical
to the Bocking and The Fields division proposed by the County Council as detailed above. It
proposed a Braintree Town division similar to the Braintree division proposed by the County
Council but omitted the polling district immediately south of Coggeshall Road. In the rural north
of the district it proposed a coterminous Hedingham division containing the district wards of
Bumpstead, Hedingham & Maplestead, Stour Valley North, Stour Valley South, Upper Colne
and Yeldham. It proposed a Halstead division containing the district wards of Halstead St
Andrew’s, Halstead Trinity, The Three Colnes and part of Gosfield & Greenstead Green district
ward (Greenstead Green & Halstead Rural parish). It also proposed a Braintree Eastern division
containing the district wards of Coggeshall & North Feering, Cressing & Stisted, Kelvedon, part
of Bradwell, Silver End & Rivenhall district ward (Bradwell parish) and part of Braintree East
district ward (less COD polling district immediately west of the A120). In the south of the district
it proposed a Witham Northern division containing the district wards of Black Notley & Terling,
Witham Chipping Hill & Central, Witham North and part of Bradwell, Silver End & Rivenhall
district ward (the parishes of Rivenhall and Silver End). It also proposed a coterminous Witham
Southern division containing the district wards of Hatfield Peverel, Witham South and Witham
West. Under the Labour Party’s proposals 38% coterminosity would be secured between district
wards and county divisions. No division would have an electoral variance of over 10% by 2006.
78 We received a further 19 submissions regarding the district of Braintree at Stage One,
including a wide level of support for the Labour Party’s proposal. There was wide support for
Braintree and Bocking to form two separate divisions which would recognise the urban nature of
the area and move away from the existing mixed urban and rural divisions. We received support
from a number of local residents, for the use of the River Brain as the boundary between the
divisions in Witham, as detailed in the Labour submission.
79 We carefully considered the representations we received at Stage One. We noted the
reasonable levels of electoral equality proposed by the County Council, but noted the poor level
of coterminosity and the lack of local support for its scheme. Given the wide support and
excellent electoral equality that the Labour Party submission received, especially in the
Braintree, Bocking and Witham areas, we decided to base our draft recommendations on its
proposals. However, we made a number of amendments to improve on the poor level of
coterminosity.
80 We adopted the Labour Party’s proposed Bocking, Braintree Town and Witham Southern
divisions in their entirety as they all provided excellent levels of electoral equality, were locally
proposed and had local support. The Bocking division was also proposed by the County Council
and received a significant level of support. Although the proposed Braintree Town division is not
coterminous, we considered that the good electoral equality and local support for this division
justified its adoption. We also noted that including all of Braintree Town in one division would
give a very high level of electoral inequality. In the remaining divisions, we adopted the Labour
Party’s proposals with some amendments to improve coterminosity. We included the parish of
Gosfield with High Garrett in Halstead division instead of in Three Fields with Great Notley
division. In the south of the district we included the parish of Bradwell in the Witham Northern
division instead of including it in the Braintree Eastern division. We noted that this led to slightly
worse levels of electoral equality in Three Fields with Great Notley and Braintree Eastern
divisions but considered that this electoral inequality was justified by the improved
coterminosity.
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81 Under our draft recommendations, the district of Braintree would have 75% coterminosity
between district ward and county division boundaries. Bocking, Braintree Town, Braintree
Eastern, Three Fields with Great Notley and Witham Southern divisions would initially contain
4%, 15%, 10%, 23% and 1% fewer electors per councillor than the county average respectively
(1% fewer, 4% fewer, 7 fewer, 17% fewer and 2% more by 2006). Halstead and Witham
Northern divisions would initially contain 4% and 2% more electors per councillor than the
county average respectively (8% and 1% more by 2006). Hedingham division would initially
have an electoral variance equal to the county average and 3% fewer electors than the county
average by 2006.
82 During Stage Three, we received 33 submissions in relation to the district of Braintree. The
County Council and Councillor M Webster supported the draft recommendations, subject to one
amendment. They both proposed that the Witham Northern and Witham Southern divisions
were amended by swapping Black Notley & Terling and Witham West wards. The County
Council noted that ‘whilst numerically the Boundary Committee’s proposal is stronger the
Council believes that this one amendment would further enhance the community identity without
affecting coterminosity’. However, it did not provide any evidence of how this community identity
would be advanced. Witham & Braintree Green Party opposed a reduction in council size and
also stated that ‘Black Notley & Terling has very little geographic or community association with
the rest of the proposed division. It has far more in common with Hatfield Peverel and the
southern parts of Braintree’. It did not put forward any specific alternative proposals. Councillor
Mann (member for Bocking North) stated that he broadly supported the draft recommendations
but proposed one amendment that he considered would improve community identity. He stated
that ‘the unparished High Garrett area of Bocking sits uneasily within the proposed Halstead
division’ and considered that the area is ‘very much considered part of Bocking’.
83 The remaining respondents all supported the draft recommendations. We received general
support for our recommendations from the Rt Hon Sir Alan Haselhurst MP and nine local
residents. We received specific support for the Braintree and Bocking divisions from Alan Hurst
MP, Councillor Evans, Councillor Barlow, Colchester & East Essex Co-op Party, Braintree &
Bocking Carnival Committee and five local residents. One local resident noted that ‘the creation
of two solely urban seats, Braintree Town and Bocking, would be beneficial [as it would not
create] mixed urban and rural divisions’. Alan Hurst MP proposed that the ‘division of Braintree
Eastern be renamed … “Braintree Rural East” to reflect its nature as essentially rural’.
84 We received support for the boundaries in Witham from Councillor Gyford, Colchester &
East Essex Co-op Party and nine local residents. The use of the River Brain as a boundary
between divisions was particularly welcomed. A local resident noted that ‘the well used River
Walk footpath and cycleway network means that residents of the town can identify with that
boundary’. She also noted that ‘the location of the open land, sports pitch and new skateboard
park at Spa Road… would particularly encourage use by and links between [Witham] West and
[Witham] South wards’. Coggeshall Parish Council supported the proposals ‘in particular those
relating to Braintree Eastern and Coggeshall & North Feering’.
85 We have given careful consideration to the evidence and representations received. We
considered the comments of the County Council, Councillor M Webster and the Witham &
Braintree Green party regarding Witham Northern and Witham Southern divisions. We note that
swapping Black Notley & Terling ward and Witham West wards would worsen electoral equality
so that both divisions would have electoral variances of over 10% by 2006. We did not receive
any evidence to justify adopting divisions with such notably worse electoral equality. We also
note the support for our draft recommendations in this area and therefore we have not been
persuaded to move away from them.
86 We also considered Councillor Mann’s proposals to transfer the unparished High Garrett
area into the Bocking division. Adopting this proposal would result in the Bocking division
becoming non-coterminous. We do not consider that we have received sufficient evidence to
justify adopting a non-coterminous division in this area and also note that we received
significant support for the Bocking division that we proposed in our draft recommendations.
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Therefore we have not been persuaded to move away from our proposals in this area. We have
not been persuaded to adopt the name Braintree Rural East put forward by Alan Hurst MP as
we consider that the name Braintree Eastern reflects both the rural nature of the division as well
as that part of Braintree Town that is also in the division.
87 Having carefully considered the representations received, we have decided to confirm our
draft recommendations as final as we consider that they provide a good balance between the
statutory criteria and we have received no evidence to persuade us to move away from them.
Under our final recommendations, coterminosity and the number of electors per councillor will
be the same as at draft. Our final recommendations are illustrated on Sheets One and Two at
the back of this report.
88 There is a minor discrepancy between the figures outlined in the draft and final reports in the
Halstead and Three Fields with Great Notley divisions for 2001. The figures outlined in Table 2
in the final report are correct. Our final recommendations are illustrated on Sheets One and Two
at the back of this report.

Brentwood borough
89 Under the current arrangements, the borough of Brentwood is represented by five county
councillors serving five divisions. Brentwood Central, Brentwood Hutton, Brentwood North,
Brentwood Rural and Brentwood South divisions have 25%, 8%, 29%, 4% and 11% fewer
electors per councillor than the county average respectively (25%, 12%, 32%, 8% and 15% by
2006).
90 During Stage One, we received four submissions in relation to the borough of Brentwood.
Essex County Council, the Liberal Democrat Group and the Liberal Democrat CCC submitted
borough-wide schemes. The Liberal Democrats’ schemes were identical.
91 The County Council proposed a Brentwood Central division containing the borough wards of
Brentwood North, Brentwood South and Warley and a Brentwood North & West division
containing the borough wards of Brentwood West, Pilgrims Hatch, Shenfield and South Weald.
It proposed a Brentwood Rural division containing the borough wards of Brizes & Doddinghurst,
Ingatestone, Fryerning & Mountnessing and Tipps Cross and a Hutton & Herongate division
containing the borough wards of Herongate, Ingrave & West Horndon, Hutton Central, Hutton
East, Hutton North and Hutton South. Under the County Council’s proposals, 100%
coterminosity would be secured between borough wards and county divisions and a good level
of electoral equality would also be achieved, with only one division having an electoral variance
over 10% by 2006.
92 The Liberal Democrats proposed a Brentwood North East division containing the borough
wards of Hutton East, Hutton North, Ingatestone, Fryerning & Mountnessing and Shenfield and
a Brentwood North West division containing the borough wards of Brizes & Doddinghurst,
Pilgrims Hatch, South Weald and Tipps Cross. They proposed a Brentwood South East division
containing the borough wards of Brentwood South, Herongate, Ingrave & West Horndon, Hutton
Central and Hutton South and a Brentwood South West division containing the borough wards
of Brentwood North, Brentwood West and Warley. Under the Liberal Democrats’ proposals,
100% coterminosity would be secured between borough wards and county divisions and also
provided a slightly better level of electoral equality with no divisions having electoral variances
over 10% by 2006. Brentwood and Ongar Liberal Democrats expressed their support for the
Liberal Democrats’ submissions.
93 We carefully considered the representations we received at Stage One. We noted the
reasonable levels of electoral equality and the excellent level of coterminosity provided under
the County Council’s scheme. However, we received very little argumentation and evidence in
support of either scheme. We noted that the Liberal Democrats’ scheme provided a slightly
better level of electoral equality than the County Council’s proposals. We also noted that the
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Liberal Democrats’ scheme had some local support. Therefore, due to a lack of evidence
detailing where the community identities in Brentwood are, we adopted the Liberal Democrats’
scheme without amendment.
94 Under our draft recommendations, the borough of Brentwood would have 100%
coterminosity between borough ward and county division boundaries. Under our draft
recommendations, Brentwood South East and Brentwood South West divisions would initially
contain 6% and 4% fewer electors per councillor than the county average respectively (10% and
5% fewer by 2006). Brentwood North East and Brentwood North West divisions will initially
contain 10% and 1% more electors per councillor than the county average respectively (5%
more and 3% fewer by 2006).
95 During Stage Three, we received 11 submissions in relation to the borough of Brentwood.
The County Council and Liberal Democrat CCC supported the draft recommendations. The
remaining submissions that we received all opposed our draft recommendations. Eight
respondents opposed our decision to divide Hutton between divisions. Eric Pickles MP, The
Conservative Group on Brentwood Borough Council, Brindles Wood Residents’ Association,
Councillor McGinley and four local residents stated that Hutton forms a community that is
distinct and separate to the rest of Brentwood and should not be divided. Eric Pickles MP stated
that ‘to split Hutton apart pays no respect to community ties’. He noted that ‘in terms of school
catchment areas, doctor’s surgeries and public transport, Hutton has a definable area’. A local
resident stated that our proposals in Hutton would split ‘the community i.e. schools, churches,
who now work together as one’.
96 Eric Pickles MP and the Conservative Group on Brentwood Borough Council proposed an
identical district-wide scheme that united the Hutton wards in one division. They proposed a
Brentwood Hutton division comprising the district wards of Hutton Central, Hutton East, Hutton
North, Hutton South and Herongate, Ingrave & West Horndon. They proposed a Brentwood
North division comprising the district wards of Brentwood North, Pilgrims Hatch and Shenfield
and a Brentwood South division comprising the district wards of Brentwood South, Brentwood
West and Warley. They also proposed a Brentwood Rural division comprising the district wards
of Brizes & Doddinghurst, Ingatestone, Fryerning & Mountnessing, South Weald and Tipps
Cross. Under their proposals Brentwood North and Brentwood South divisions would initially
have 1% and 8% fewer electors than the county average (5% and 9% fewer by 2006).
Brentwood Hutton and Brentwood Rural divisions would initially have 9% and 2% more electors
than the county average (4% more and 2% fewer by 2006).
97 We received an alternative proposal that also united the Hutton wards in one division but in
a different configuration. A local resident proposed that Hutton Central, Hutton East, Hutton
North, Hutton South and Shenfield wards should be united in one division. He stated that the
communities of Hutton South and Brentwood South are very different and also stated that
‘Hutton and Shenfield are inextricably linked’ and shared churches. He did not provide
proposals for the rest of the borough.
98 Councillor Dyson (member for Brentwood Rural) objected to the draft recommendations and
stated that ‘across the north of Brentwood there are a series of seven geographically linked and
fiercely independent parishes all with strong parish councils’. These parishes comprise the
wards of Brizes & Doddinghurst, Ingatestone, Fryerning & Mountnessing and Tipps Cross. He
noted that ‘these parishes share a common agenda which unites them’. He stated that they are
‘represented together and work together in the Brentwood Borough group of parish councils’. He
stated that these parishes have common concerns and work together to address them, citing as
an example that ‘there is united action … against the closure of Blackmore village library’. He
also stated that ‘by taking common action recently they were able to secure the presence of the
Chairman of the Essex Police Authority and a promise of improvement in the police service’. We
note that, under our draft recommendations, these parishes are divided between Brentwood
North East and Brentwood North West divisions.
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99 Having carefully considered the representations received, we have decided to unite the
Hutton wards in one division. We are adopting the proposals of Eric Pickles MP and the
Conservative Group on Brentwood Borough Council in their entirety. We acknowledge that the
County Council and the Liberal Democrat CCC both supported our draft recommendations.
However, the proposals that we adopted for our draft recommendations were not supported by
evidence of community identities and we adopted them because we received very little evidence
of community identities in Brentwood Borough and therefore could only base our proposals on
what provided a good balance between electoral equality and coterminosity. We now consider
that we have received sufficient evidence to move away from our draft recommendations in
order to provide a better reflection of community identities while retaining 100% coterminosity
and providing a similar level of electoral equality.
100 We considered adopting the Hutton division put forward by the local resident who proposed
to unite the four Hutton wards with Shenfield ward. However, we note that he did not provide
proposals for the rest of the borough and we would therefore have to create divisions that were
not locally proposed for the remainder of the borough. We do not consider that we have
received sufficient evidence to justify doing so. We also note that Brindles Wood Residents’
Association stated that Hutton has ‘a common interest with Herongate and Ingrave concerning
the green belt’. We acknowledge that it stated that it did not relate in the same way to West
Horndon which comprises the rest of the ward but consider that uniting all of Herongate, Ingrave
& West Horndon ward in the Hutton division facilitates a good level of coterminosity and we
have not been persuaded to include it in a different division.
101 We note that the proposals of Eric Pickles MP and the Conservative Group on Brentwood
Borough Council also support Councillor Dyson’s proposal to unite a number of rural parishes in
the north of Brentwood. We note that this Brentwood Rural division will also contain South
Weald district ward and are satisfied that we are still reflecting community identities by including
this ward in the division.
102 We consider that our proposals provide an excellent balance between electoral equality and
coterminosity and now reflect the community identities that were identified after the publication
of the draft recommendations.
103 Under our final recommendations, the borough of Brentwood will have 100% coterminosity
between district ward and county division boundaries. Brentwood North and Brentwood South
divisions will initially have 1% and 8% fewer electors per councillor than the county average
respectively (5% and 9% fewer by 2006). Brentwood Hutton and Brentwood Rural divisions will
initially have 9% and 2% more electors per councillor than the county average respectively (4%
more and 2% fewer by 2006). Our final recommendations are illustrated on Sheet One at the
back of this report.

Castle Point borough
104 Under the current arrangements, the borough of Castle Point is represented by six county
councillors serving six divisions. Benfleet, Great Tarpots, Hadleigh and Thundersley divisions
are over-represented, with 24%, 17%, 32% and 26% fewer electors per councillor than the
county average respectively (27%, 20%, 34% and 28% fewer by 2006). Canvey Island East and
Canvey Island West divisions are under-represented with 13% and 9% more electors than the
county average (9% and 5% more by 2006).
105 During Stage One, we received two submissions in relation to the borough of Castle Point.
Essex County Council and Castle Point Constituency Labour Party submitted borough-wide
schemes.
106 In Canvey Island, separated from the mainland in the south of the borough, the County
Council proposed a Canvey Island East division containing the borough wards of Canvey Island
East, Canvey Island North and Canvey Island South, and a Canvey Island West division
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containing the borough wards of Canvey Island Central, Canvey Island West and Canvey Island
Winter Gardens. In the mainland north of the borough, the County Council proposed a Benfleet
division containing the borough wards of Boyce, St James and St Mary’s, a Great Tarpots
division containing the borough wards of Appleton, St George’s and part of St Peter’s and a
Thundersley division containing the borough wards of Cedar Hall, Victoria and the remaining
part of St Peter’s borough ward. Under the County Council’s proposals 60% coterminosity would
be secured between borough wards and county divisions. Three of its divisions would have
electoral variances less than 10% from the county average by 2006, but its Thundersley division
would have 22% fewer electors than the county average by 2006.
107 Castle Point Constituency Labour Party (the Labour Party) submitted a borough-wide
scheme. In Canvey Island it proposed two divisions identical to the County Council’s proposals
and proposed a different arrangement of divisions in the north. It proposed a Hadleigh division
containing the borough wards of St James and Victoria and part of Boyce borough ward and
part of Cedar Hall borough ward. It proposed a South Benfleet division containing the borough
wards of Appleton and St Mary’s and part of Boyce borough ward. It also proposed a
Thundersley division containing the borough wards of St George’s and St Peter’s and part of
Cedar Hall borough ward. Under the Labour Party’s proposals 40% coterminosity would be
secured between borough wards and county divisions. Only Hadleigh division would have an
electoral variance of more than 10% by 2006.
108 We carefully considered the representations we received at Stage One. We noted the
reasonable level of coterminosity provided by the County Council scheme, but noted the poor
level of electoral equality with Thundersley division having an electoral variance over 20% by
2006. We did not receive strong evidence of community identities in this area that justified such
a high level of electoral inequality and we were therefore not persuaded to adopt this division.
As a result of our considerations and considering the knock on effect, we adopted the Labour
Party’s proposal in this area. We considered that the slightly lower level of coterminosity under
the Labour Party’s scheme was offset by the substantially improved electoral equality. We also
considered that the Labour Party scheme provided a better reflection of community identities in
the area. However, we amended the boundary between Thundersley and Hadleigh divisions to
provide a stronger boundary and to further improve the levels of electoral equality. We included
all of the electorate north of The Chase (Cedar Hall ward) in the Hadleigh division.
109 Under our draft recommendations, the borough of Castle Point would have 40%
coterminosity between borough ward and county division boundaries. Hadleigh, South Benfleet
and Thundersley divisions would initially contain 5%, 2% and 7% fewer electors per councillor
than the county average respectively (8%, 6% and 11% fewer by 2006). Canvey Island East
and Canvey Island West divisions would initially contain 8% and 2% more electors per
councillor than the county average respectively (5% more and 1% fewer by 2006).
110 During Stage Three, the County Council and the Liberal Democrat CCC supported our draft
recommendations. We did not receive any other comments regarding our proposals in Castle
Point. Therefore, we have decided to confirm our draft recommendations as final.
111 Under our final recommendations, coterminosity and the number of electors per councillor
will be the same as at draft. Our final recommendations are illustrated on Sheets One and Two
at the back of this report.

Chelmsford borough
112 Under the current arrangements, the borough of Chelmsford is represented by nine county
councillors serving nine divisions. Broomfield & Writtle, Chelmsford East, Chelmsford North,
Chelmsford South, Chelmsford West and Great Baddow divisions are over-represented, with
21%, 3%, 9%, 10%, 19% and 20% fewer electors per councillor than the county average
respectively (24% fewer, 6% more, 12% fewer, 1% fewer, 8% fewer and 22% fewer by 2006).
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Springfield, Stock and Woodham Ferrers & Danbury divisions are under-represented with 65%,
8% and 54% more electors than the county average (76%, 8% and 53% more by 2006).
113 During Stage One, we received 12 submissions in relation to the borough of Chelmsford.
Essex County Council, the Liberal Democrat Group, the Liberal Democrat CCC and the
Chelmsford & Maldon Liberal Democrats submitted borough-wide schemes.
114 In the south of the borough, the County Council proposed a South Woodham division that
would contain the entire town, comprising the borough wards of South Woodham Chetwood &
Collingwood and South Woodham Elmwood & Woodville. It proposed a Stock division
containing the borough wards of South Hanningfield, Stock & Margaretting, Rettendon &
Runwell, Bicknacre & East & West Hanningfield and part of Little Baddow, Danbury & Sandon
borough ward (Sandon parish). In the rural north of the borough it proposed a Writtle &
Broomfield division containing the borough wards of Writtle, Broomfield & The Walthams,
Chelmsford Rural West and part of Boreham & The Leighs borough ward (the parish of Great &
Little Leighs). It proposed a Chelmer division containing the borough wards of Chelmer Village &
Beaulieu Park and part of Little Baddow, Danbury & Sandon borough ward (Little Baddow and
Danbury parishes only) and part of Boreham & The Leighs borough ward (Boreham parish
only).
115 In the urban centre of Chelmsford borough, the County Council proposed a Chelmsford
Central South division containing the borough wards of Goat Hall, Moulsham Lodge and part of
Moulsham & Central borough ward (Haig Gardens, St John’s and Goldlay polling districts). It
proposed a Chelmsford North West division containing the borough wards of Patching Hall and
St Andrews and a Great Baddow division containing the borough wards of Great Baddow East,
Great Baddow West and Galleywood. A proposed Chelmsford Park division would contain the
borough wards of Marconi and Waterhouse Farm and part of Moulsham & Central borough
ward (Moulsham and Victoria Road polling districts). It proposed a Springfield division
containing the borough wards of Springfield North, Trinity and The Lawns.
116 Under the County Council’s proposals 44% coterminosity would be secured between
borough ward and county divisions. Two divisions would have electoral variances of over 10%
by 2006.
117 The Liberal Democrat Group stated that it ‘supports seven out of nine of the County
Council’s proposals’. It submitted alternative proposals for the Chelmsford Central South and
Chelmsford Park divisions. The Chelmsford & Maldon Liberal Democrat submission was
identical to the Liberal Democrat Group submission. Their alternative proposals for these two
urban divisions are a Chelmsford Central division containing the borough wards of Moulsham &
Central and Moulsham Lodge and a Chelmsford West division containing the borough wards of
Goat Hall, Marconi and Waterhouse Farm.
118 Under the Liberal Democrats’ proposals 67% coterminosity would be secured between
borough wards and county divisions. The electoral equality for the proposed Chelmsford North
West, South Woodham, Stock, Chelmer, Springfield, Great Baddow and Writtle & Broomfield
divisions is outlined in the County Council’s proposals above. The proposed Chelmsford Central
and Chelmsford West divisions would initially contain 18% and 3% fewer electors per councillor
than the county average (1% and 9% more by 2006).
119 The Liberal Democrat CCC submitted a scheme which it stated ‘offer(s) a good balance
between electoral equality and coterminosity’. Its South Woodham Ferrers, Broomfield & Writtle
and Chelmsford North divisions were the same as the proposed Woodham Ferrers, Writtle &
Broomfield and Chelmsford North West divisions, as proposed by the County Council and the
Liberal Democrat Group. In the south of the borough, the Liberal Democrat CCC proposed a
Stock division containing the borough wards of Galleywood, Rettendon & Runwell and South
Hanningfield, Stock & Margaretting. In the east of the borough, it proposed a Danbury division
containing the borough wards of Bicknacre & East & West Hanningfield, Little Baddow, Danbury
& Sandon and part of Boreham & The Leighs borough ward (Boreham parish). It also proposed
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a Great Baddow division containing the borough wards of Great Baddow East, Great Baddow
West and Moulsham Lodge. In the urban centre of Chelmsford, it proposed a Springfield
division containing the borough wards of Chelmer Village & Beaulieu Park and Springfield North
and a neighbouring Chelmsford East division containing the borough wards of The Lawns,
Trinity and the majority of Moulsham & Central borough ward (less the most south-western Haig
Gardens polling district). It also proposed a Chelmsford South West division containing the
borough wards of Goat Hall, Marconi, Waterhouse Farm and the south-western Haig Gardens
polling district of Moulsham & Central borough ward.
120 Under the Liberal Democrat CCC’s proposals 56% coterminosity would be secured
between borough wards and county divisions. Two divisions would have an electoral variance of
20% or over. We also received support for the County Council’s proposals from four other
respondents and four parish councils made a number of comments regarding arrangements in
their respective areas.
121 We carefully considered the representations we received at Stage One. We noted the
reasonable levels of electoral equality provided by the schemes of the County Council, the
Liberal Democrat Group and the Chelmsford & Maldon Liberal Democrats. However, we were
concerned that all of these submissions proposed to include the very urban Springfield parish in
a division with the more rural parishes of Boreham and Little Baddow. They all also proposed to
divide the parish of Springfield into separate divisions. We did not consider that this proposal
would provide for a good reflection of community identities and we generally seek to avoid,
where possible, combining rural and urban areas in the same division.
122 We therefore included the parish of Springfield with the more urban wards in Chelmsford
town itself, as proposed by the Liberal Democrat CCC. We noted that, in the schemes submitted
by the County Council, Liberal Democrat Group and Chelmsford & Maldon Liberal Democrats,
the relatively urban borough ward of Galleywood was included in the urban divisions in
Chelmsford town. We also noted that Galleywood borough ward is separated from the rest of
Chelmsford town by a stretch of open land, appears more rural in nature and has excellent road
links to Stock and Margaretting. We therefore included this borough ward in the Stock division
with these parishes, as proposed by the Liberal Democrat CCC.
123 However, in order to improve electoral equality in this area, and to improve the
coterminosity provided by the Liberal Democrat CCC’s scheme, we proposed two two-member
divisions. In the north east of Chelmsford town, we proposed a Chelmsford Central & Springfield
division containing the borough wards of Chelmer Village & Beaulieu Park, Springfield North,
The Lawns, Trinity and Moulsham & Central. This was based on two of the proposed Liberal
Democrat CCC’s divisions but included all of Moulsham & Central borough ward in one division.
We proposed a two-member Chelmsford West division containing the borough wards of Goat
Hall, Marconi, Patching Hall, St Andrews and Waterhouse Farm, also based on two of the
Liberal Democrat CCC’s proposed divisions. We proposed a single-member Great Baddow
division containing the borough wards of Great Baddow East, Great Baddow West and
Moulsham Lodge.
124 We adopted urban divisions based on the Liberal Democrat CCC scheme for the reasons
outlined above. Consequently, in the surrounding rural divisions we were unable to adopt the
schemes provided by the proposals of the County Council, Liberal Democrat Group and
Chelmsford & Maldon Liberal Democrats and were content that the divisions proposed by the
Liberal Democrat CCC reflected community identities and interests and provided reasonably
geographically sized divisions with good road links. Consequently we adopted its Broomfield &
Writtle, South Woodham Ferrers, Danbury and Stock divisions.
125 Under our draft recommendations, the borough of Chelmsford would have 71%
coterminosity between borough ward and county division boundaries. Under our draft
recommendations Chelmsford West, Danbury, South Woodham Ferrers and Stock divisions
would initially contain 2%, 3%, 8% and 6% fewer electors per councillor than the county average
respectively (2% more, equal to the county average, 7% fewer and 5% fewer by 2006).
42

Broomfield & Writtle, Chelmsford Central & Springfield and Great Baddow divisions would
initially contain 3%, 5% and 6% more electors per councillor than the county average
respectively (1% fewer, 17% more and 4% more by 2006).
126 During Stage Three, we received 29 submissions regarding Chelmsford borough. The
majority of the respondents opposed our draft recommendations and we received two different
district-wide schemes, one of which was identical to the County Council’s Stage One proposals,
as outlined above, and was submitted by the Essex County Labour Party. The County Council,
Councillor M Webster and Councillor Finn all also supported the County Council’s Stage One
submission. We also received district-wide schemes that were identical from the Liberal
Democrat CCC, Chelmsford & Maldon Liberal Democrats, and the Liberal Democrat Group on
Chelmsford Borough Council (the Liberal Democrats). The Liberal Democrats’ scheme is
identical to the Stage One submission of the Liberal Democrat Group on the County Council, as
outlined above. We note that the district-wide proposals that we received during Stage Three
were similar and only differed in two divisions in central Chelmsford.
127 We received a good amount of evidence from the respondents who submitted district-wide
schemes. The Essex County Labour Party stated that Chelmer Village & Beaulieu Park ward
has very little in common with either of the Moulsham wards and considered it had more
interests with Boreham. It stated that Chelmer Village & Beaulieu Park and Boreham are ‘at the
forefront of [development] pressures [and that] such pressures are a unifying concern between
the Boreham and Chelmer Village wards’. In support of their proposed Springfield division, the
Liberal Democrats noted that there were good public transport links between the district wards
and stated that there is a bus service ‘covering North Springfield, The Lawns and the bulk of
Trinity’. They also noted ‘there is no public transport link between North Springfield and Chelmer
Village’ which we proposed combining in our draft recommendations. It further demonstrated the
lack of links between Springfield North and Chelmer Village by noting that the areas are
‘separated by an industrial estate, a major road system (the old A12) and the main London –
Ipswich/Norwich railway’.
128 A number of respondents proposed that Great Baddow East and Great Baddow West
wards should be combined with Galleywood ward in the same division, as outlined under both
the district-wide schemes. The Great Baddow Labour Party stated that, ‘until recently,
Galleywood and Great Baddow were one large urban parish’, and also noted that ‘Galleywood
is part of urban Chelmsford, as it is separated only by Chelmer Park and a wedge of Green
belt’. Essex County Labour Group noted that there are ‘good public transport links from
Galleywood to Great Baddow’ which run consistently and frequently throughout the week. Four
local residents all also supported combining Galleywood with the Great Baddow wards. Great
Baddow Parish Council stated it would like to see no change to the existing division but if
change was necessary ‘the Council would agree to either the addition of Moulsham Lodge (as
proposed by the Boundary Committee) or the addition of Galleywood’, as proposed by the
Essex County Labour Party and County Council.
129 The Essex County Labour Party provided limited evidence to justify moving away from our
draft recommendations in the rural area. It noted that in Stock its proposal ‘brings the three
Hanningfield parishes into a single division reflecting the historic ties between them’. It stated
that this division better reflected community identities than our draft recommendations as it was
largely rural ‘notwithstanding the necessary and unavoidable inclusion of Runwell’.
130 We received a significant amount of opposition to two-member divisions from the remaining
respondents. Councillor Gale, Conservative Party (West Chelmsford), Councillor Smith-Hughes,
Councillor Spurgeon, Councillor Allen, Councillor Horslen, the Communication Workers Union
and four local residents all opposed the two-member divisions that we proposed. A number of
these respondents opposed two-member divisions in principle and stated that, because Essex
has a relatively high average number of electors per councillor, two-member divisions would
consequently be unacceptably too large. The Chelmsford & Maldon Liberal Democrats and the
Conservative Party (West Chelmsford) stated that ‘the main disadvantage is in terms of a
councillors’ ability to identify with his/her electoral division and constituents to identify with
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councillors’. They noted that two-member divisions in Chelmsford would ‘lead to inferior
representation given the need to keep abreast of local issues affecting such a large number of
electors’.
131 We also received opposition to the two-member divisions that we proposed because they
would not reflect community identities and interests. A local resident objected to the proposed
Chelmsford West division because ‘it does not provide a ward with any identifiable community of
interest’. Essex County Labour Party noted that ‘there is no obvious reason why a resident of
Moulsham & Central ward would either need or wish to visit Chelmer Village. The same
argument applies to the (non-) relationship between Moulsham & Central and North Springfield’.
132 The Essex County Labour Party provided some evidence in support of its proposal to divide
Moulsham & Central ward between divisions. It stated that ‘Moulsham Lodge and Goat Hall
wards are indistinguishable on the ground’. It considered that the polling districts from
Moulsham & Central ward that it proposed transferring into a Chelmsford Park division ‘are
distinguishable from the remainder of the ward’, noting that this ‘is especially the case with
Victoria Road [polling district] , which is physically separated from the remainder of the ward by
a major road, Parkway, two rivers and Chelmsford town centre’. It also stated that there were a
number of socio-economic indicators that reveal the differences between the polling districts of
Moulsham & Central and which justify transferring two polling districts into a different division.
133 In central Chelmsford, Councillor Spurgeon, Councillor Horslen and four local residents
specifically stated that they supported the proposals of the Essex County Labour Party as they
considered they provided the best reflection of community identity and interests. Councillor
Spurgeon stated that the Chelmsford Park division, which the County Council proposed, reflects
‘as best as is possible a growing vibrant community, the whole of which can identify with inner
city problems’. A local resident stated Moulsham Lodge and Goat Hall wards should be in the
same division and stated that in the area there is a Community Care Group which consults with
the local police that strengthens the links between the two areas.
134 We received support for the Liberal Democrats’ proposals from Councillor Smith-Hughes,
as they would retain coterminosity. Councillor Allen also considered that Moulsham Lodge and
Moulsham & Central could be united in one division, although he stated that Moulsham Lodge
could also be united with Great Baddow East or Great Baddow West. South Woodham Ferrers
Town Council supported our draft recommendations for its area. East Hanningfield Parish
Council supported our draft recommendations for its area ‘and the inclusion of East Hanningfield
in the Danbury division’.
135 In its Stage Three submission, the Liberal Democrat CCC stated that it formally withdrew its
Stage One submission. It stated that this was due to the unreliability of the figures that were
initially provided by the County Council. It stated that, because its original submission was
based on incorrect figures, it assumed they would be withdrawn as a Stage One
recommendation. They stated this ‘is particularly important because the Boundary Committee
relies … on our submission in formulating it proposals’. In particular they brought attention to the
fact that we had used their proposals to separate Galleywood ward from the rest of the urban
Chelmsford wards which, in its Stage Three submission, it proposed combining in the same
division.
136 Having carefully considered the representations received, we have decided to move away
from our draft recommendations and are adopting the Liberal Democrats’ scheme in its entirety.
We consider that we have received sufficient evidence to justify transferring Galleywood ward
into a central Chelmsford urban division. We also consider that there are sufficient links
between Chelmer Village & Beaulieu Park and Boreham parish to justify combining them in a
Chelmer division. We note the consensus for proposals in this area and consider that they do
reflect community identities. As a result of our decision to transfer these two wards we consider
that a uniform pattern of single-member divisions will provide a good balance between electoral
equality and coterminosity throughout the borough. We note the consensus between the district-
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wide proposals for seven of the nine divisions and note that the Essex County Labour Party
proposes to divide Moulsham & Central ward in order to reflect community identities.
137 As discussed above, Essex County Council has revised its projected electorate figures for
Boreham & the Leighs ward. We note that this results in 1006 fewer electors in Boreham parish
which has consequently improved the electoral equality of the Chelmer division so that under
the Liberal Democrats’ scheme it would have an electoral variance of under 10% by 2006. This
improved electoral equality in the Chelmer division, along with the evidence of community
identities and interests identified at Stage Three, has persuaded us to move away from our draft
recommendations and adopt the Liberal Democrats’ scheme in its entirety.
138 We considered the Essex County Labour Party’s proposal in central Chelmsford but noted
that, by dividing Moulsham & Central ward between divisions, we were worsening the
coterminosity of the proposals. We also noted that the Liberal Democrats’ proposals in this area
provided a slightly improved level of electoral equality. We consider that we have not received
sufficient evidence to justify not adopting the divisions proposed by the Essex County Labour
Party which provide a good level of electoral equality and coterminosity. We note the comments
of East Hanningfield Parish Council and its support for our draft recommendations. However, we
consider that by adopting the Stock division proposed by both the Liberal Democrats’ and the
Essex County Labour Party, we are able to facilitate divisions with both good electoral equality
and coterminosity while reflecting community identities and interests. We also note that it did not
provide any further evidence in support of its submission.
139 Under our final recommendations, the borough of Chelmsford will have 67% coterminosity
between district ward and county division boundaries. Chelmsford Central, Chelmsford North,
Chelmsford West, South Woodham Ferrers and Stock divisions will initially contain 18%, 1%,
3%, 8% and 1% fewer electors per councillor than the county average respectively (1% more,
5% fewer, 9% more, 7% fewer and equal to the county average by 2006). Broomfield & Writtle,
Chelmer, Great Baddow and Springfield divisions will initially contain 3%, 3%, 10% and 14%
more electors per councillor than the county average respectively (2% fewer, 8% more, 7%
more and 9% more by 2006). Our final recommendations are illustrated on Sheet One at the
back of this report.

Colchester borough
140 Under the current arrangements, the borough of Colchester is represented by nine county
councillors serving nine divisions. Constable, Maypole and Tiptree divisions are overrepresented, with 14%, 6% and 3% fewer electors per councillor than the county average
respectively (17%, 7% and 3% fewer by 2006). Drury, Mersea & Stanway, Park, Parsons Heath
and Wivenhoe St Andrew divisions are under-represented with 2%, 23%, 5%, 13% and 6%
more electors than the county average (1%, 25%, 26%, 13% and 9% more by 2006). Old Heath
division currently has an electoral variance equal to the county average and by 2006 will have
4% more electors than the county average.
141 During Stage One, we received eight submissions in relation to the borough of Colchester.
Essex County Council, the Liberal Democrat Group, the Liberal Democrat CCC and Colchester
Borough Council submitted borough-wide schemes. The latter three schemes were identical.
142 In the rural north of the borough, the County Council proposed a Constable division
containing the borough wards of Dedham & Langham, Fordham & Stour, Great Tey, Marks Tey
and West Bergholt & Eight Ash Green. In the more rural south, the County Council proposed a
Mersea & Tiptree division containing the borough wards of Tiptree, West Mersea, part of
Pyefleet borough ward (the parish of East Mersea) and part of Birch & Winstree borough ward
(the parishes of Layer Marney, Layer Breton, Great & Little Wigborough, Salcott, Virley and
Tiptree Grove parish ward). It also proposed a Stanway & Pyefleet division containing the
borough wards of Copford & West Stanway, Stanway, East Donyland, part of Birch & Winstree
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borough ward (the parishes of Birch, Layer-de-la-Haye and Messing cum Inworth) and part of
Pyefleet borough ward (the parishes of Abberton, Fingringhoe, Langenhoe and Peldon).
143 In the town of Colchester, the County Council proposed an Abbey division containing the
borough wards of New Town, Harbour and the majority of Castle borough ward (the western
area). It proposed a Parsons Heath division containing the borough wards of St Anne’s, St
John’s and the remainder of Castle borough ward (the eastern Riverside polling district). The
County Council proposed a Drury division containing the borough wards of Christ Church,
Prettygate and Lexden and a Maypole division containing the borough wards of Berechurch and
Shrub End. The County Council proposed a Severalls division containing the borough wards of
Mile End and Highwoods and a Wivenhoe St Andrew’s division containing the borough wards of
St Andrew’s, Wivenhoe Cross and Wivenhoe Quay. Under the County Council’s proposals 56%
coterminosity would be secured between borough ward and county divisions. Two divisions
would have an electoral variance of over 11% by 2006.
144 The Liberal Democrat Group, the Liberal Democrat CCC and the Colchester Borough
Council submitted identical schemes. Their proposals supported the County Council’s proposed
Constable, Maypole, Mersea & Tiptree, Severalls, Stanway & Pyefleet and Wivenhoe St Andrew
divisions, although they proposed renaming the County Council’s proposed Severalls division
Myland & Highwoods. They submitted alternative proposals for the remainder of the borough.
They proposed a Balkerne division containing the borough wards of Lexden, Prettygate and part
of Castle borough ward (the western-most Castle, Cowdray Avenue and Jumbo polling districts)
and a Garrison division containing the borough wards of Christ Church, Harbour and New Town.
They also proposed a St Anne & St John division containing the borough wards of St Anne’s, St
John’s and the remainder of Castle borough ward (Riverside polling district).Under these
proposals 56% coterminosity would be secured between borough ward and county divisions.
One division would have an electoral variance of over 10% by 2006.
145 We received four other submissions at Stage One in relation to the borough of Colchester.
Stanway and Tiptree parish councils expressed support for Colchester Borough’s submission.
Stanway Parish Council stated that it was ‘pleased by the proposed split from Mersea.’ East
Mersea Parish Council expressed its support to remain in the Stanway Pyefleet area, stating
that ‘it is a close-knit and an entirely different community to West Mersea and Tiptree.’ Messing
cum Inworth Parish Council proposed that they be included in a division with Tiptree.
146 We carefully considered the representations we received at Stage One. We noted the
similar levels of electoral equality and coterminosity in the County Council’s proposal and the
proposal submitted by the two Liberal Democrat parties and Colchester Borough Council. We
also noted the level of consensus over six of the divisions. We adopted the Liberal Democrats
and Colchester Borough Council’s scheme due to the improved electoral equality achieved and
the level of local support it attracted. However, we proposed two amendments in the rural south
of the borough to provide, in our view, a better reflection of community identities and interests in
light of submissions received from parish councils in the area. We included East Mersea parish
in the Stanway & Pyefleet division, as this united the parish with the rest of the Pyefleet borough
ward in which it lies. We were concerned by the lack of access between East Mersea and the
rest of the division. However, East Mersea parish is already linked with the parishes to the north
in Pyefleet borough ward and this proposal had local support. We therefore adopted this
proposed Stanway & Pyefleet division. We did not consider that Stanway Parish Council
provided sufficient evidence detailing why it should not be included in the same division as East
Mersea. We were persuaded that Messing cum Inworth parish should be included in the Mersea
& Tiptree division on the grounds of community identity and the fact that this marginally
improves the level of representation in both the Stanway & Pyefleet and Mersea & Tiptree
divisions. We noted that the rural divisions in Colchester borough are relatively large
geographically. However, we considered that the inclusion of urban areas in solely urban
divisions in this area reflects community identities and justified the locally proposed larger
divisions in the north and south of the borough.
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147 Under our draft recommendations, the borough of Colchester would have 56%
coterminosity between borough ward and county division boundaries. Maypole, Myland &
Highwoods and St Anne & St John divisions would initially contain 8%, 22% and 8% fewer
electors per councillor than the county average respectively (9%, 5% and 8% fewer by 2006).
Balkerne, Constable, Garrison and Wivenhoe St Andrew divisions would initially contain 5%,
6%, 1% and 7% more electors per councillor than the county average respectively (4%, 2%, 6%
and 11% more by 2006). Mersea & Tiptree and Stanway & Pyefleet divisions would initially have
electoral variances equal to the county average (1% fewer and 4% more electors than the
county average by 2006).
148 During Stage Three, we received fifteen submissions in relation to Colchester borough. The
County Council, Colchester Conservative Association, North Essex Conservative Association,
Councillor M Webster, Councillor Finn, Councillor Lucas and a local resident endorsed the
County Council’s Stage One submission. The Colchester Conservative Association and the
North Essex Conservative Association stated that the Boundary Committee’s ‘proposals for
Colchester Borough are those put forward by the Borough Council and reflect only the wishes of
the Liberal Democrat party… As a result these boundary changes would be grossly unfair in
terms of local democracy and representation’. They stated that the proposals are ‘blatantly
aimed at increasing the number of Liberal Democrat councillors with no regard for established
local community groups. For example the suggestion that Mersea Island be split between two
divisions is incredible; Mersea is a fiercely proud island community that is cut off from the
mainland at the whim of the tide’.
149 Councillor Lucas provided some evidence in support of the County Council’s Stage One
proposals in the town of Colchester itself. He stated that our proposals divide communities and
that the Christ Church, Lexden and Prettygate wards should be united in one division. He stated
that ‘the whole of the area to the south and west of Crouch Street, being just outside the town’s
shopping area, is viewed locally as one; this encompasses Christ Church, Lexden and
Prettygate’. He stated that ‘no resident of Prettygate or Lexden would identify any compatibility
of local interests with those in, say, the Dutch Quarter north of High Street, and still less those
towards North Station or along Cowdray Avenue’. He noted that ‘Whilst Christ Church, Lexden
and Prettygate are almost exclusively residential areas, the suggested Abbey division would
contain a broad mix of residential, shopping, other commercial and other business interests,
spread relatively evenly across the whole area – and becoming more so with the developments
already taking place and planned for the Hythe area, which will effectively extend the “town
centre” feel in that direction’. He noted that the area known as Abbey Fields, which is in the east
of Christ Church ward, forms a ‘large geographical divide’ between Christ Church and New
Town wards which we proposed combining in a Garrison division in our draft recommendations.
150 A local resident stated that Christ Church, Lexden and Prettygate ‘form a distinct area in
which the population on the whole has a sense of community. We share the same primary and
secondary schools, the same churches and parishes and recreational facilities, as well as the
same problems such as parking and vandalism’. It stated ‘the proposal to join Christ Church to
New Town and Harbour Wards is quite illogical and will create a very cumbersome Division with
three Wards much different in character and problems’. It noted that Christ Church is ‘separated
from the rest by the Garrison land and the large open space of Abbey Fields’.
151 Councillor Spyvee, Councillor Illott and Bob Russell MP generally supported the draft
recommendations but proposed some alternative division names. Councillor Spyvee proposed
that Garrison division be renamed Abbey, as ‘the location of the Garrison is moving in such a
way that none of it will be in this division’. He also noted that ‘St. Johns Abbey Gateway and the
site of the former abbey are within the division’. He considered that the Maypole division ‘will
contain the whole of the Garrision and that name would be appropriate here. However, the
name “Maypole” has a long history and could be retained’. Councillor Illott and Mr Russell also
both opposed the name Garrison. Councillor Illott stated that ‘it would be much better if Garrison
referred to [Maypole division] as the new garrison will be in that location’. Mr Russell stated that
‘instead of “Garrison” the Division be called “Old Heath and Christ Church”’, to reflect the
constituent parts of the division.
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152 Mr Russell and Councillor Spyvee also proposed that Myland & Highwoods should be
renamed Mile End and Highwoods, noting that the urban parish of Myland is within but not the
whole of the Mile End ward. Mr Russell opposed the division name of St Anne & St John and
stated that it ‘fails to recognise that the Divison also includes a large residential population in
Castle ward which does not associate itself with either the St John’s nor the St Anne’s Wards’.
He noted that the existing division in this area is called Parsons Heath and stated that this
should be retained and East Gates added, to reflect the constituent parts in a Parsons Heath &
East Gates division.
153 A local resident of Highwoods ward supported the Myland & Highwoods division. In the
rural areas of the borough, Stanway Parish Council stated it ‘welcomes the recommendation of
the Stanway & Pyefleet division’ and Tiptree Parish Council stated that it is ‘prepared to accept
[the draft] recommendations’. A local resident opposed dividing Mersea Island between electoral
divisions. It considered that ‘Mersea Island stands as an entity in its own right, and supports a
mixed range of activities and industries’. The local resident stated that ‘neither ‘half’ of Mersea
has anything in common with either Tiptree or Stanway’. Wivenhoe Town Council opposed the
Wivenhoe St Andrew division on grounds of community identity and also because the division
would be under-represented both initially and by 2006. It stated that ‘the entire scheme should
be re-considered’.
154 Having carefully considered the representations received, we have decided to endorse our
draft recommendations in the majority of Colchester borough. We note the comments regarding
uniting Mersea Island in the same electoral division. However, we did not receive any specific
alternative proposals that would facilitate divisions that reflected community identity in the whole
area and note that during Stage One, East Mersea Parish Council considered it had more of a
community identity with the wards and parishes in the proposed Stanway & Pyefleet division
than with West Mersea ward. We note Wivenhoe Town Council’s proposal to reconsider our
recommendations. It stated that Wivenhoe had more in common with Brightlingsea parish.
However, we note that Brighlingsea parish is in Tendring district and we are unable to combine
wards or parishes from different districts in the same county electoral division and subsequently
have been unable to consider this proposal. It did not provide any other specific proposals and
we have therefore not been persuaded to move away from our draft recommendations in this
area.
155 We have noted the support for the County Council’s Stage One proposal. We note that the
Colchester Conservative Association and the North Essex Conservative Association consider
the draft recommendations reflect only the wishes of the Liberal Democrat party. We do not take
into account political implications of our proposals and adopted the Liberal Democrats’
proposals at draft because we considered they provided the best reflection between the
statutory criteria. We now consider we have received sufficient evidence to move away from our
draft recommendations and are adopting the County Council’s Stage One proposals in
Colchester town. We maintain that Castle ward should be divided between divisions in order to
provide an acceptable level of electoral equality. We note that Councillor Spyvee, the existing
member for Castle ward, acknowledges that dividing a town ward is necessary in order to
achieve electoral equality and does not object to Castle being divided between divisions.
156 We consider that Councillor Lucas has provided sufficient argumentation in support of
uniting Christ Church, Lexden and Prettygate wards in one division. We have been persuaded
that the area known as Abbey Fields does create a notable barrier between Christ Church ward
and New Town ward and consider that by combining Christ Church ward with Prettygate we are
improving the links between the wards. We consider that Christ Church, Lexden and Prettygate
wards have a stronger community of interest than the Balkerne division that we proposed in our
draft recommendations. We consider we have received sufficient evidence that justifies moving
away from our draft recommendations in this area and have been persuaded to adopt the Drury
and Abbey divisions proposed by the County Council. We acknowledge that this will provide a
slightly poorer level of electoral equality but consider that this is justified in light of the improved
reflection of community identities.
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157 We note the proposed name changes in Colchester town. However, because we are
moving away from our draft recommendations in some of these areas, we are adopting the
names that the County Council proposed in the divisions that we are amending. We are also
renaming the St Anne & St John division as Parsons Heath & East Gates, as proposed by Mr
Russell MP, as we consider that this name reflects all of the constituent parts and will be
recognised by the electorate.
158 We consider that the amendments that we are proposing in Colchester town provide a
better reflection of community identities than our draft recommendations and still provide a good
level of electoral equality while retaining the same level of coterminosity.
159 Under our final recommendations the borough of Colchester will have 56% coterminosity
between district ward and county division boundaries. Maypole, Mile End & Highwoods,
Parsons Heath & East Gates and Stanway & Pyefleet divisions will initially contain 8%, 22%, 8%
and 1% fewer electors per councillor than the county average respectively (9% fewer, 5% fewer,
8% fewer and 4% more by 2006). Abbey, Constable and Wivenhoe St Andrew divisions will
initially contain 5%, 6% and 7% more electors per councillor than the county average
respectively (11%, 2% and 11% more by 2006). Drury and Mersea & Tiptree will both initially
have variances equal to the county average (both would have 1% fewer by 2006). Our final
recommendations are illustrated on Sheets One and Two at the back of this report.

Epping Forest district
160 Under the current arrangements, the district of Epping Forest is represented by eight county
councillors serving eight divisions. Buckhurst Hill, Chigwell, Epping, Loughton St John’s,
Loughton St Mary’s and North Weald & Nazeing divisions are over-represented, with 17%, 25%,
1%, 23%, 16% and 19% fewer electors per councillor than the county average respectively
(20%, 28%, 4%, 26%, 19% and 20% fewer by 2006). Ongar and Waltham Abbey divisions are
under-represented with 8% and 23% more electors than the county average (7% and 21% more
by 2006).
161 During Stage One, we received nine submissions in relation to the district of Epping Forest.
Essex County Council, Epping Forest Conservative Association, the Liberal Democrat CCC,
Epping Forest Liberal Democrat Group and Epping Forest District Council all submitted districtwide schemes. All of the district-wide submissions were fairly similar in terms of the divisions
proposed.
162 In the north of the district, the County Council proposed a North Weald & Nazeing division
containing the district wards of Broadley Common, Epping Upland & Nazeing, Roydon, Lower
Nazeing, North Weald Bassett and Hastingwood, Matching & Sheering Village. In the east of the
district, it proposed an Ongar & Rural division containing the district wards of Chipping Ongar,
Greensted & Marden Ash, High Ongar, Willingale & The Rodings, Shelley, Moreton & Fyfield,
Passingford and Lambourne. The County Council proposed an Epping Theydon Bois division
containing the district wards of Epping Lindsey & Thornwood Common, Epping Hemnall and
Theydon Bois and a Waltham Abbey division containing the district wards of Waltham Abbey
High Beach, Waltham Abbey Honey Lane, Waltham Abbey North East, Waltham Abbey
Paternoster and Waltham Abbey South West. In the more urban south of the district, the County
Council proposed a Chigwell & Loughton Broadway division containing the district wards of
Chigwell Village, Chigwell Row, Grange Hill and Loughton Broadway, a Loughton Central
division containing the district wards of Loughton Alderton, Loughton Fairmead, Loughton St
John’s and Loughton St Mary’s and a Loughton South & Buckhurst Hill division containing the
district wards of Buckhurst Hill East, Buckhurst Hill West, Loughton Forest and Loughton Roding
.
163 Under the County Council’s proposals 100% coterminosity would be secured between
district wards and county divisions. Chigwell & Loughton Broadway, Epping Theydon Bois,
Loughton Central, North Weald & Nazeing and Ongar & Rural divisions would initially contain
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6%, 6%, 4%, 3% and 18% fewer electors per councillor than the county average respectively
(9%, 8%, 7%, 4% and 19% fewer by 2006). Loughton South & Buckhurst Hill and Waltham
Abbey divisions would initially contain 12% and 16% more electors per councillor than the
county average respectively (8% and 15% more by 2006).
164 Epping Forest District Council proposed a scheme with three options for the urban
Buckhurst Hill, Chigwell and Loughton areas in the south of the district. The District Council did
not state if any of these options were preferred. In the remainder of the district, the District
Council proposed an Epping, Lambourne & Theydon Bois division containing the district wards
of Epping Hemnall, Theydon Bois, Lambourne and part of Epping Lindsey & Thornwood
Common district ward (less Thornwood Common parish ward of North Weald Bassett parish),
and a High Beach, Nazeing & North Weald division containing the district wards of Waltham
Abbey High Beach, North Weald Bassett, Lower Nazeing, Broadley Common, Epping Upland &
Nazeing, Roydon and part of Epping Lindsey & Thornwood Common district ward (Thornwood
Common parish ward of North Weald Bassett parish). It proposed an Ongar division containing
the district wards of Chipping Ongar, Greensted & Marden Ash, Hastingwood, Matching &
Sheering Village, High Ongar, Willingale & The Rodings, Lower Sheering, Moreton & Fyfield,
Passingford and Shelley. It proposed a Waltham Abbey division containing the district wards of
Waltham Abbey Honey Lane, Waltham Abbey North East, Waltham Abbey Paternoster and
Waltham Abbey South West.
165 Under the District Council’s proposals 71% coterminosity would be secured between district
wards and county divisions and it would provide a good level of electoral equality with no
divisions having an electoral variance of over 10% by 2006.
166 The Conservative Association and the Liberal Democrat CCC proposed schemes that were
similar to the County Council’s proposals and provided a good level of both coterminosity and
electoral equality. Epping Forest Liberal Democrat Group proposed the same divisions as
Epping Forest District Council and proposed one of the District Council’s options in the urban
south. The scheme would provide for a good level of electoral equality and coterminosity.
167 We received four other submissions at Stage One in relation to the district of Epping Forest.
Loughton Town Council proposed that the whole of Loughton parish fall within one division.
North Weald Bassett Parish Council stated that a reduction in councillors representing Epping
Forest was not desirable. Waltham Abbey Town Council proposed that all of Waltham Abbey be
included in one county division. This view was supported by Councillor E Webster, (member for
Waltham Abbey).
168 We carefully considered the representations we received at Stage One. We noted the
excellent levels of coterminosity achieved under the schemes of the County Council and the
Conservative Association and the level of support received for Waltham Abbey to be contained
in a single division. However, retaining Waltham Abbey in a single division would result in
Waltham Abbey and Ongar divisions having electoral variances of 15% and 19% respectively,
by 2006. We did not consider that the evidence we had received regarding the community
identity of Waltham Abbey was sufficient to justify this inequality.
169 We also considered Loughton Town Council’s proposals to include the entire parish of
Loughton in one division. However, this would result in a division with an unacceptably high
level of electoral inequality if it were to be represented in either a single member or two-member
division. We noted the good levels of electoral equality and coterminosity provided under the
District Council’s proposals in the north of the district and adopted its proposals as part of our
draft recommendations. We noted that one of its proposals in the south of the district was
supported by the County Council and the Liberal Democrats and adopted it in our draft
recommendations due to the level of support and the good levels of coterminosity and electoral
equality that it provided.
170 Under our draft recommendations, the district of Epping Forest would have 71%
coterminosity between district wards and county divisions. Under our draft recommendations,
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Chigwell & Loughton Broadway, Loughton Central, High Beach, Nazeing & North Weald and
Ongar divisions would initially contain 6%, 4%, 8% and 5% fewer electors per councillor than
the county average respectively (9 %, 7%, 10%, and 6% fewer by 2006). Loughton South &
Buckhurst Hill and Waltham Abbey divisions would initially contain 12% and 4% more electors
per councillor than the county average respectively (8% and 3% more by 2006). Epping,
Lambourne & Theydon Bois division would initially have an electoral variance equal to the
county average and 2% fewer electors than the county average by 2006.
171 During Stage Three, we received 22 submissions in relation to Epping Forest district. The
majority of these respondents opposed our draft recommendations where we had divided
Waltham Abbey between divisions. The County Council, Epping Forest District Council,
Councillor M Webster (member for Rayleigh South) and Councillor Finn stated they supported
the County Council’s Stage One submission but provided no further evidence.
172 We did, however, receive a significant amount of support and evidence to unite Waltham
Abbey in one division. The respondents stated that the villages of High Beach, Sewardstonbury
and Upshire in Waltham Abbey High Beach division should be joined with the other Waltham
Abbey wards as they share a community of interest. Councillor E Webster (member for
Waltham Abbey) provided strong evidence to support her proposals ‘for keeping Waltham
Abbey and three villages as one County Division’. She stated that there were geographical and
community links within all of Waltham Abbey and described how the area was ‘isolated from
other parts of Epping Forest District’.
173 She described the strong community identity that exists within Waltham Abbey: ‘The
Church is the main centre of community support [and a] large proportion of our community
attend these churches and from this flows many voluntary organisations involving local people
working for the good of all the community – with strong interaction between the villages and the
town’. She noted that Waltham Abbey Town Council ‘has eleven members serving all the parish
electoral wards of Waltham Abbey. There are two serving members who represent the villages
of Sewardstonebury, High Beach and Upshire. This alone brings more interaction between the
town and villages’.
174 She considered that uniting Waltham Abbey in one division provides a division ‘showing
identifiable boundaries’. She considered that the three villages ‘have no connection with North
Weald nor its surrounding area, and there are no good road or transport links [which would not]
secure effective and convenient local government’. As part of her submission she also
submitted 118 completed questionnaires from local residents, a petition with 37 signatures and
three letters from local residents who all proposed to unite Waltham Abbey in one division.
175 Epping Forest Conservative Association submitted a district-wide scheme identical to the
County Council’s Stage One proposal. It stated that ‘there are many well established and
growing links between the urban area of Waltham Abbey and these villages including education,
pastoral arrangements, environmental and development issues. Waltham Abbey Town Council
described the community links within all of the Waltham Abbey wards, noting in particular
education, religion, the Citizens Advice Bureau and community groups. It stated that ‘The
benefice of Waltham Holy Cross comprises the parishes of the of Waltham Abbey, Upshire and
High Beech and therefore the Parish Church of Waltham Abbey is an important link to the
villages concerned’. It stated that the ‘community groups based in Waltham Abbey such as
Scouts & Guides… Old Peoples Welfare Committee [are] based in the Town [but] draw their
membership and support from the wider area including the villages’.
176 The Conservative Group on Epping Forest District Council supported the County Council’s
proposals and stated that ‘The Epping Lindsey and Thornwood Common Councillors are
opposed to the proposed partition of their ward’ between divisions and noted that there were a
number of ‘ongoing and growing community links’ between the Waltham Abbey wards. Waltham
Abbey Church noted that the ‘Waltham Abbey Team Ministry … is an area that comprises
Waltham Abbey, Sewardstonebury, High Beach and Uphshire’. The Waltham Abbey Citizens
Advice Bureau noted that ‘the boundaries of forest, open country, the Hertfordshire and
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Waltham Forest borders, produce a natural division, isolated from the remainder of Epping
Forest District’ and considered that it should be united in one division. Paternoster Action Group
stated that ‘the interests of the local community are far better served under the existing
arrangements’ which unites the Waltham Abbey wards. Waltham Abbey Town Forum stated
that the High Beach, Nazeing & North Weald divison outlined in our draft recommendations
‘have no cultural, economic or social ties whatsoever with High Beach ward … Bus routes do
not connect, rail links do not exist’.
177 Councillor Stavrou (member for Waltham Abbey High Beach) stated that residents of
Waltham Abbey High Beach ward ‘have nothing in common with [North Weald, Roydon and
Nazeing] except that [the areas are both] mostly rural. Five local residents all also proposed that
we unite Waltham Abbey in one divison as they considered that this arrangement of wards
would provide the best reflection of community identities.
178 Eric Pickles MP opposed separating Lambourne and Ongar as it would ‘break the long
historic ties’ between the two areas. He stated that having consulted local people on a previous
occasion ‘when there was a … recommendation to remove Lambourne from its links to Ongar,
Moreton, Willingale and Fyfield’ 61% of the respondents in Lambourne said they felt ‘the
greatest sense of community’ with Ongar and 29% said they felt these links with Epping. (10%
said other). He stated that a ‘very high percentage of the people participating in [voluntary
activities] come from the old Ongar parishes’.
179 Liberal Democrat CCC stated that it generally supported the draft recommendations but did
not provide any further evidence. The Epping Forest District Liberal Democrat Group supported
our draft recommendations. It stated that ‘High Beach is different in character being adjacent to
the forest’ and is more rural, whereas the other Waltham Abbey wards are more urban in
nature. It stated that it was right that Lambourne is joined with Epping in a divison ‘for tolerance
and community reasons’. In the urban south of the district, it supported the draft
recommendations stating that the area that comprises the Loughton South & Buckhurst Hill
division ‘are virtually joined as one with similar communities’. It also suggested that the division
name could be changed to Buckhurst Hill and Loughton South but did not provide any reason
why.
180 Epping Forest Constituency Labour Party outlined three divisions in the Chigwell, Buckhurst
Hill and Loughton area which were the same as one of the options identified during Stage One
by Epping Forest District Council. They stated that ‘this is the only option which supports a
cohesive and traditional community basis and therefore sustains long standing community
interests … and supports divisions centred around identifiable shopping facilities’. Loughton
Town Council endorsed its Stage One proposals and requested we ‘reconsider the proposal …
to find a way to keep the majority of Loughton residents within two county divisions’. It stated
that ‘the recommendation does not recognise Loughton as a significant entity but fragments it
among other nearby settlements which have little relevance to Loughton’.
181 A number of respondents considered that there had not been sufficient publicity regarding
the review. The Conservative Group on Epping Forest District Council were ‘concerned by the
inadequate consultation that has been carried out’.
182 Having carefully considered the representations received, we have decided to move away
from our draft recommendations and are adopting the County Council’s Stage One proposal in
its entirety, also proposed by Epping Forest Conservative Association. We consider that we
have received sufficient evidence of community identities to justify adopting Waltham Abbey and
Ongar & Rural divisions with relatively high levels of electoral inequality. We acknowledge that,
as a consequence of uniting Waltham Abbey, we have had to move away from our draft
recommendations in three other divisions. However, we note that these other divisions also
facilitate the proposals of Eric Pickles MP by combining Lambourne and Ongar in the same
division. It also unites Epping Lindsey & Thornwood Common ward in one division as proposed
by the Conservative Group on Epping Forest District Council.
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183 We also note that Epping Forest District Liberal Democrat Group supported our draft
recommendations in the Waltham Abbey area but we consider that we have received sufficient
evidence from local residents and community groups that Waltham Abbey is an identifiable area
with shared community identities and interests. We have not been persuaded to amend our
proposals in the urban south of the district as proposed by Epping Forest Constituency Labour
Party and Loughton Town Council. We note the general support for our recommendations in this
area from other respondents and do not consider that we received enough evidence of
community identity to justify moving away from our draft recommendations. We do not consider
that Epping Forest District Liberal Democrat Group has provided any reasoning to change the
name of the proposed Loughton South & Buckhurst Hill division and have therefore not been
persuaded to change its name.
184 We note the concerns regarding publicity of the draft recommendations. In order to
publicise the review we issued press releases and placed notices in local papers. We also
provided the County Council and each parish and town council with posters announcing the
start of the review, as is our process with every PER we conduct.
185 Under our final recommendations, the district of Epping Forest will have 100%
coterminosity between district wards and county divisions. Chigwell & Loughton Broadway,
Epping Theydon Bois, Loughton Central, North Weald & Nazeing and Ongar & Rural divisions
will initially contain 6%, 6%, 4%, 3% and 18% fewer electors per councillor than the county
average respectively (9%, 8%, 7%, 4% and 18% fewer by 2006). Loughton South & Buckhurst
Hill and Waltham Abbey divisions will initially contain 12% and 16% more electors per councillor
than the county average respectively (8% and 15% more by 2006). Our final recommendations
are illustrated on Sheet One at the back of the report.

Harlow district
186 Under the current arrangements, the district of Harlow is represented by five county
councillors serving five divisions. Great Parndon, Harlow & Mark Hall, Little Parndon & Town
Centre and Netteswellbury divisions are over-represented with 7%, 19%, 22% and 14% fewer
electors per councillor than the county average respectively (10%, 21%, 20% and 16% fewer by
2006). Harlow Common division is under-represented with 22% more electors than the county
average (18% more by 2006).
187 During Stage One, we received three submissions in relation to the district of Harlow. Essex
County Council, the Liberal Democrat Group and the Liberal Democrat CCC submitted districtwide schemes.
188 The County Council proposed a Harlow South division containing the district wards of
Harlow Common, Sumners & Kingsmoor and Staple Tye and a Harlow East division containing
the district wards of Church Langley, Old Harlow and the southern polling district of Mark Hall
district ward, that area south of Mandela Avenue. It proposed a Harlow North division containing
the district wards of Netteswell, Little Parndon & Hare Street, the northern part of Toddbrook
district ward, that area north of Third Avenue and the northern polling district of Mark Hall district
ward, that area north of Mandela Avenue. The County Council proposed a Harlow West division
containing the district wards of Great Parndon, Bush Fair and the southern part of Toddbrook
district ward, that area south of Third Avenue. Under the County Council’s proposals 25%
coterminosity would be secured between district wards and county divisions. By 2006 one
division would have an electoral variance of 17%.
189 The Liberal Democrat Group and the Liberal Democrat CCC proposed identical schemes.
They proposed to use the same boundary as the County Council in the most southern division.
This Harlow South division would contain the district wards of Staple Tye, Sumners &
Kingsmoor and the western part of Harlow Common district ward, that area to the west of the
A414. The Liberal Democrats proposed a Harlow North division containing the district wards of
Mark Hall, Netteswell and Old Harlow and a Harlow West division containing the district wards
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of Great Parndon, Little Parndon & Hare Street and Toddbrook. They also proposed a Harlow
East division containing the district wards of Bush Fair, Church Langley and the eastern part of
Harlow Common district ward, that area to the east of the A414. Under the Liberal Democrats’
proposals 50% coterminosity would be secured between district wards and county divisions.
One division would have an electoral variance of 19% above the county average by 2006.
190 We carefully considered the representations we received at Stage One. We noted the poor
levels of both electoral equality and coterminosity in the district-wide schemes submitted. In this
district, the size and distribution of the existing district wards makes it very difficult to propose
single-member divisions with both good electoral equality and a high level of coterminosity. We
received very little evidence or argumentation for the divisions proposed and, given the poor
levels of both electoral equality and coterminosity, were not persuaded to adopt either.
Therefore, in order to improve coterminosity and to provide the best balance between the
statutory criteria, we proposed a two-member division in the west of the district.
191 We noted that the only similarities in the proposals we received was the use of Southern
Way in the south of the district as a boundary. We shared the opinion that this provided for a
strong boundary and adopted the County Council’s proposed single-member Harlow South
division containing the district wards of Harlow Common, Staple Tye, Sumners & Kingsmoor.
We proposed a single-member Harlow East division containing the district wards of Church
Langley, Mark Hall and Old Harlow and a two-member Harlow West division containing the
district wards of Bush Fair, Great Parndon, Little Parndon & Hare Street, Netteswell and
Toddbrook. We noted that our proposals would provide a poorer level of electoral equality than
either the County Council’s or the Liberal Democrats’ schemes. However, we considered that
this would be justified by the improvement in coterminosity achieved.
192 Under our draft recommendations, the district of Harlow would have 100% coterminosity
between district ward and county division boundaries. Harlow East, Harlow South and Harlow
West divisions would initially contain 15%, 21% and 1% more electors per councillor than the
county average respectively (12% more, 17% more and 1% fewer by 2006).
193 During Stage Three, the County Council supported our draft recommendations. It stated
that the ‘strong and unique community identity of Harlow New Town’ justified the provision of
two-member divisions for the district, although it opposed their use in all other districts in Essex.
It did not provide any further evidence in support of our draft recommendations. The Liberal
Democrat Group on Harlow District Council and the Harlow Liberal Democrats submitted an
identical scheme to the Liberal Democrat CCC. They proposed three consequential
amendments to the draft recommendations. They stated that the amendments were ‘based on
evidence of community ties’. They stated that ‘the three amendments might be described as
having small, medium and large impact[s] on your proposals but all three options are acceptable
in themselves as District-wide solutions’.
194 The Liberal Democrats’ Amendment One to our draft recommendations comprised a
Harlow North division containing Netteswell, Mark Hall and Old Harlow district wards, a Harlow
South East division containing Bush Fair, Church Langley and Harlow Common district wards
and a two-member Harlow West division containing Staple Tye, Sumners & Kingsmoor, Great
Parndon, Little Parndon & Hare Street and Toddbrook. They stated that their Harlow North
division provided a better reflection of community identities than the Harlow East division
outlined in our draft recommendation which they considered ‘breaks significant community ties’.
They considered that Netteswell has more in common with the other wards than Church
Langley does. They stated that the electorate of their proposed Harlow North division has ‘the
Stow shopping centre as a common community meeting place’. They also noted the good
transport links within the proposed division and stated that ‘bus routes run through Netteswell to
The Stow (in Mark Hall) and on to Old Harlow, so it is possible to travel to all three wards on one
bus’. They stated that ‘there are two doctors surgeries on the Netteswell/Mark Hall borders, one
just in each ward, both have almost an even split of patients from the ward they are in and the
neighbouring one’.
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195 They provided some support to demonstrate that Church Langley should not be in a
division with Old Harlow and Mark Hall, noting that ‘Church Langley is physically separated and
at some distance from Old Harlow. The built up part of Old Harlow is well to the north of the
ward and the south of the ward is open countryside’. They contended that there is ‘little or no
contact between Old Harlow and Church Langley. No bus routes connect Old Harlow or Mark
Hall to Church Langley; all Church Langley buses run through or on the boundaries of the Bush
Fair and [Harlow Common] wards’. They stated that the Bush Fair, Church Langley and the
Potter Street area [in Harlow Common ward] are linked by a series of cycleways and
underpasses for pedestrians and cyclists’.
196 They stated their proposed two-member Harlow West division has good transport links with
two bus routes that ‘travel through all these wards and no other wards’. The Liberal Democrats
noted that ‘doctors surgeries at Staple Tye shopping area, serve all the wards bar Little
Parndon’. It noted that this Harlow West division would have a high level of electoral inequality
(21% more electors than the county average by 2006).
197 The Liberal Democrats’ Amendment Two aimed to improve this level of electoral inequality
by transferring the polling district to the west of the A414 in Harlow Common ward from Harlow
South East division into Harlow West division. They noted that ‘until the recent District review,
these were separate wards and their bringing together is a linking of two separate communities’.
They noted that the two polling districts are separated by a trunk road – the A414 – which is the
main route through mid-Essex and mid-Hertfordshire. Under Amendment Two no division would
have an electoral variance over 10% by 2006.
198 Their Amendment Three divided the two-member Harlow West division outlined in
Amendment Two to provide two single-member divisions: a Harlow South division comprising
Staple Tye, Sumners & Kingsmoor wards and the western polling district of Harlow Common
ward; and a Harlow West division comprising Great Parndon, Little Parndon & Hare Street and
Toddbrook wards. They did not provide any evidence of why this Amendment provided a better
reflection of community identities than Amendment Two but considered that it ‘logically follow[s]’
from Amendment Two. We also note that this Amendment Three is identical to the scheme
submitted by the Liberal Democrats during Stage One and that they have not provided any
evidence of community identities that justify the single-member Harlow West division which
would have an electoral variance of 19% above the county average by 2006.
199 Having carefully considered the representations received, we have decided to move away
from our draft recommendations and adopt the Liberal Democrats’ Amendment Two in its
entirety. As noted above, we did not receive any evidence of community identities during Stage
One and therefore proposed a scheme that we considered provided the best balance between
the statutory criteria. However, we now consider we have received sufficient evidence of
community identities to justify moving away from our draft recommendations. We were not
persuaded to adopt either Amendment One or Amendment Three of the Liberal Democrats’
proposals, as we did not consider we had sufficient evidence to justify adopting divisions with
such high levels of electoral inequality. We consider that the divisions proposed in Amendment
Two reflect community identities and provide a good level of electoral equality which we
consider justified the poorer level of coterminosity.
200 Under our final recommendations the district of Harlow will have 33% coterminosity
between district ward and county division boundaries. Harlow North, Harlow South East and
Harlow West divisions will initially contain 13%, 5% and 10% more electors per councillor than
the county average respectively (10%, 2% and 8% more by 2006). Our final recommendations
are illustrated on Sheet One at the back of this report.
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Maldon district
201 Under the current arrangements, the district of Maldon is represented by three county
councillors serving three divisions. All the divisions are under-represented. Maldon,
Southminster and Tollesbury divisions have 15%, 28% and 14% more electors per councillor
than the county average respectively (16%, 28% and 16% more by 2006).
202 During Stage One, we received three submissions in relation to the district of Maldon.
Essex County Council submitted a district-wide scheme. In the north of the district, the County
Council proposed a Tollesbury division containing the district wards of Great Totham, Heybridge
East, Heybridge West, Tollesbury, Tolleshunt D’Arcy and part of Wickham Bishops & Woodham
district ward (the parishes of Langford, Little Braxted, Ulting and Wickham Bishops). It also
proposed a Maldon division containing the district wards of Maldon East, Maldon North, Maldon
South, Maldon West, Purleigh and the remainder of the Wickham Bishops & Woodham district
ward (the parishes of Hazeleigh, Woodham Mortimer and Woodham Walter). It proposed a
Southminster division containing the district wards of Althorne, Burnham-on-Crouch North,
Burnham-on-Crouch South, Mayland, Southminster and Tillingham.
203 Under the County Council’s proposals, 33% coterminosity would be secured between
district wards and county divisions. Under the County Council’s proposals, Maldon,
Southminster and Tollesbury divisions would initially contain 6%, 23% and 10% more electors
per councillor than the county average respectively (7%, 23% and 12% more by 2006).
204 We received two other submissions at Stage One in relation to the district of Maldon.
Maldon District Council stated that its preference was ‘to maintain the status quo.’ Heybridge
Parish Council proposed renaming the existing Tollesbury division Heybridge, ‘since Heybridge
is central to the division and is the largest parish within it in terms of electors.’
205 We noted that the County Council’s scheme provided a poor level of both electoral equality
and coterminosity. We sought to improve on both. However, due to issues of allocation and the
rural nature of the district, a good level of electoral equality was hard to achieve. We looked at
improving the level of electoral equality in the Southminster division from that provided by the
County Council’s scheme. However, any proposal to improve electoral equality would result in
no coterminous divisions. Therefore, given the nature of the district, we adopted the County
Council’s scheme in its entirety as it provided the best balance between electoral equality and
coterminosity given the constraints of the area.
206 We noted Heybridge Parish Council’s proposal to rename the Tollesbury division as
Heybridge. We were not persuaded by the argumentation received that the division should be
renamed as Heybridge.
207 Under our draft recommendations, the district of Maldon would have 33% coterminosity
between district ward and county division boundaries. Under our draft recommendations
Maldon, Southminster and Tollesbury divisions would initially contain 6%, 23% and 10% more
electors per councillor than the county average respectively (7%, 23% and 12% more by 2006).
208 During Stage Three, the County Council and Liberal Democrat CCC supported our draft
recommendations. Heybridge Parish Council reasserted its Stage One submission that the
‘Tollesbury Electoral Divison should be renamed to reflect Heybridge as being the largest of the
constituent parishes’.
209 Having carefully considered the representations received and in light of the obvious support
for our recommendations, we have decided to confirm our draft recommendations as final,
subject to one name change. We are proposing to rename the Tollesbury division Heybridge &
Tollesbury in order to better reflect the constituent areas.
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210 Under our final recommendations, coterminosity and the number of electors per councillor
in Maldon district will be the same as at draft. Our final recommendations are illustrated on
Sheet One at the back of this report.

Rochford district
211 Under the current arrangements, the district of Rochford is represented by five county
councillors serving five divisions. Rayleigh North, Rochford South and Rochford West divisions
are over-represented, with 10%, 9% and 1% fewer electors per councillor than the county
average respectively (11%, 9% and 4% fewer by 2006). Rayleigh South and Rochford North
divisions are under-represented with 3% and 4% more electors than the county average
respectively (3% and 2% more by 2006).
212 During Stage One, we received three submissions in relation to the district of Rochford.
Essex County Council submitted a district-wide scheme. It proposed a Rayleigh North division
containing the district wards of Downhall & Rawreth, Lodge, Rayleigh Central and Trinity and a
Rayleigh South division containing the district wards of Grange, Sweyne Park, Wheatley and
Whitehouse. The County Council proposed a Rochford North division containing the district
wards of Ashingdon & Canewdon, Hawkwell North, Hawkwell West and part of Hawkwell South
district ward (the South parish ward of Hawkwell parish). It proposed a Rochford South division
containing the district wards of Barling & Sutton, Foulness & Great Wakering and Rochford and
part of Hawkwell South district ward (the North parish ward of Rochford parish). The County
Council also proposed a Rochford West division containing the district wards of Hockley
Central, Hockley North, Hockley West and Hullbridge.
213 Under the County Council’s proposals, 60% coterminosity would be secured between
district wards and county divisions. Under the County Council’s proposals Rayleigh North,
Rayleigh South, Rochford North and Rochford South divisions would initially contain 8%, 9%,
8% and 13% fewer electors per councillor than the county average respectively (8%, 9%, 9%
and 14% by 2006). Rochford West would have an electoral variance equal to the county
average initially and 3% fewer electors than the county average by 2006.
214 We received two other submissions at Stage One in relation to the district of Rochford.
Rochford District Council expressed support for having regard to both electoral equality and
coterminosity in the formation of a scheme for the district. Ashingdon Parish Council proposed
that a Rochford North division should comprise the district wards of Ashingdon & Canewdon,
Hawkwell North, Hawkwell South and Hawkwell West.
215 We noted the reasonable levels of electoral equality and coterminosity proposed by the
County Council. We looked at improving the level of coterminosity in Rochford North and
Rochford South divisions, as proposed by Ashingdon Parish Council. However, improved
coterminosity in these areas would result in an unacceptably low level of electoral equality. We
were satisfied that using the existing parish boundary as the boundary between divisions
reflected community identities. We also looked at improving electoral equality in Rochford South
division, but any improvement would result in a reduced level of coterminosity and the formation
of divisions that we did not consider would provide for a good reflection of community identity.
We therefore adopted the County Council’s scheme in its entirety as we considered that it
provided the best balance between electoral equality and coterminosity given the nature of the
district.
216 Under our draft recommendations, the district of Rochford would have 60% coterminosity
between district ward and county division boundaries. Under our draft recommendations
Rayleigh North, Rayleigh South, Rochford North and Rochford South divisions would initially
contain 8%, 9%, 8% and 13% fewer electors per councillor than the county average respectively
(8%, 9%, 9% and 14% fewer by 2006). Rochford West division would have an electoral variance
equal to the county average initially and 3% fewer electors than the county average by 2006.
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217 During Stage Three, the County Council and Liberal Democrat CCC supported our draft
recommendations. We received no other submissions and we have therefore decided to confirm
our draft recommendations as final.
218 Under our final recommendations, coterminosity and the number of electors per councillor
would be the same as under our draft recommendations. Our final recommendations are
illustrated on Sheet One at the back of this report.

Tendring district
219 Under the current arrangements, the district of Tendring is represented by eight county
councillors serving eight divisions. Brightlingsea, Tendring Rural East and Tendring Rural West
divisions are over-represented with 2%, 12% and 8% fewer electors per councillor than the
county average respectively (equal to the county average, 13% fewer and 8% fewer by 2006).
Clacton East, Clacton North, Clacton West, Frinton & Walton and Harwich divisions are underrepresented with 4%, 16%, 16%, 20% and 2% more electors than the county average
respectively (1%, 13%, 13%, 18% and 8% more by 2006).
220 During Stage One, we received three submissions in relation to the district of Tendring.
Essex County Council submitted a district-wide scheme. In the north east, it proposed a
Harwich division containing the district wards of Harwich East, Harwich East Central, Harwich
West and Harwich West Central. In the surrounding rural area it proposed a Tendring Rural
East division containing the district wards of Beaumont & Thorpe, Burrsville, Great & Little
Oakley, Little Clacton & Weeley, Ramsey & Parkeston and St Johns. It also proposed a
Tendring Rural West division containing the district wards of Ardleigh & Little Bromley, Bradfield,
Wrabness & Wix, Lawford, Manningtree, Mistley, Little Bentley & Tendring and part of
Thorrington, Frating, Elmstead & Great Bromley district ward (the parishes of Elmstead and
Great Bromley). The County Council proposed a rural Brightlingsea division containing the
district wards of Alresford, Brightlingsea, Great Bentley, St Osyth & Point Clear and part of
Thorrington, Frating, Elmstead & Great Bromley district ward (the parishes of Frating and
Thorrington).
221 In the more urban area to the south of the district, the County Council proposed a Clacton
East division containing the district wards of Haven, St Bartholomews, St Marys and St Pauls
and a Clacton North division containing the district wards of Alton Park, Rush Green, Peter Bruff
and part of Bockings Elm district ward (the polling district broadly to the north of St Johns Road).
It proposed a Clacton West division containing the district wards of Golf Green, Pier and St
James and part of Bockings Elm district ward (the polling district broadly to the west of Little
Clacton Road). The County Council proposed a Frinton & Walton division containing the district
wards of Frinton, Hamford, Holland & Kirby, Homelands and Walton.
222 Under the County Council’s proposals 50% coterminosity would be secured between district
wards and county divisions. Two divisions would have electoral variances of over 10% by 2006.
Two town councils also wrote in during Stage One but did not provide any specific proposals.
223 We noted the reasonable levels of electoral equality proposed by Essex County Council’s
scheme. However, we proposed two amendments to improve upon the relatively poor level of
coterminosity. We moved the parishes of Thorrington and Frating out of the proposed
Brightlingsea division so that the whole of the Thorrington, Frating, Elmstead and Great Bromley
district ward was included in the Tendring Rural West division. This amendment also improved
electoral equality in both divisions.
224 We also proposed an amendment to the boundary between the proposed Clacton North
and Clacton West divisions so that all of the electorate surrounding the junction between Little
Clacton Road and St John’s Road were united in the Clacton North division.
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225 We noted that the County Council’s proposals and our draft recommendations included the
relatively urban St Johns district ward in the Tendring Rural East division. We looked at ways of
including all of the urban district wards in urban divisions. However, due to the size of the
existing district wards, divisions comprising wholly urban district wards would result in levels of
electoral equality that would be unacceptable in both the rural and urban divisions. Therefore,
with the exception of the two amendments outlined above, we adopted the County Council’s
proposals, as we considered that they provided the best balance between electoral equality and
coterminosity.
226 Under our draft recommendations, the district of Tendring would have 75% coterminosity
between district ward and county division boundaries. Under our draft recommendations
Brightlingsea, Clacton East, Clacton North, Clacton West and Harwich divisions would initially
contain 4%, 4%, 8%, 10% and 3% fewer electors per councillor than the county average
respectively (4% fewer, 6% fewer, 11% fewer, 11% fewer and 2% more by 2006). Frinton &
Walton, Tendring Rural East and Tendring Rural West divisions would initially contain 14%, 8%
and 1% more electors per councillor than the county average respectively (12%, 5% and 2%
more by 2006).
227 During Stage Three, North Essex Conservative Association, Councillor Candy and
Councillor Stock supported the draft recommendations.
228 Tendring District Council opposed the amendment that we made to the Clacton North and
Clacton West divisions in our draft recommendations. It contended that the polling districts that
the County Council proposed using to divide Bockings Elms ward between divisions provides a
better reflection of community identity and interests. It stated that ‘the polling district boundary
was not determined in a haphazard manner but very much reflects community identity with the
new Cann Hall estate being in the Cann Hall polling district and the earlier development around
Little Clacton Road being largely in the Bluehouse Farm polling district. It also noted that the
County Council’s proposals would enable the existing polling stations to be used which it
considered to be a better arrangement than our draft recommendations.
229 The Liberal Democrat CCC opposed our proposal to include St Johns district ward in the
Tendring Rural East division as ‘people in St Johns look to the rest of the town for major shops
and other community facilities’. However they did concur that ‘it is necessary for part of the town
[of Clacton] to join with Tendring Rural East Divison’ in order to achieve an acceptable level of
electoral equality. It considered that a better alternative was to transfer Haven ward into a rural
division as ‘a large part of this ward is undeveloped, open land running along the coast to
Holland Haven Country Park and fully justifies the description “rural”’.
230 Brightlingsea Town Council opposed our proposal to separate Brightlingsea and
Thorrington parishes between divisions. It considered that ‘the links between the two
communities have existed and grown [over] the years. As Brightlingsea still maintains many
facilities such as banks, post office, nursery school, Doctor’s surgery, dentists, it is the closest
place for residents of Thorrington to gain access to such services’.
231 Having carefully considered the representations received, we have decided to move away
from our draft recommendations and adopt the boundary between Clacton North and Clacton
West divisions as proposed by the County Council during Stage One. We note the comments of
the District Council in this area and consider that it has provided sufficient evidence to make this
minor amendment and are therefore adopting it as part of our final recommendations. We note
that this alters the electoral equality of both divisions by 1% by 2006. We have not been
persuaded to adopt the Liberal Democrat CCC’s proposals because the electorate of Haven
ward would not have direct access to the rest of the Tendring Rural East division. In light of the
support our draft recommendations received and the lack of strong community evidence in
support of the Liberal Democrat CCC’s proposals, we are confirming our recommendations in
this area as final. We have also not been persuaded by Brightlingsea Town Council’s proposal
to include Brightlingsea and Thorrington parishes in the same division, as we do not consider it
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has provided sufficient evidence of community identities to justify the decrease in coterminosity
under its proposal.
232 Under our final recommendations, the district of Tendring would have 75% coterminosity
between district ward and county division boundaries. Brightlingsea, Clacton East, Clacton
North, Clacton West and Harwich divisions will initially contain 4%, 4%, 6%, 11% and 3% fewer
electors per councillor than the county average respectively (4% fewer, 6% fewer, 10% fewer,
12% fewer and 2% more by 2006). Frinton & Walton, Tendring Rural East and Tendring Rural
West divisions will initially contain 14%, 8% and 1% more electors per councillor than the county
average respectively (12%, 5% and 2% more by 2006). Our final recommendations are
illustrated on Sheets One and Two at the back of this report.

Uttlesford district
233 Under the current arrangements, the district of Uttlesford is represented by four county
councillors serving four divisions. Dunmow and Thaxted divisions are over-represented with 2%
and 5% fewer electors per councillor than the county average respectively (1% fewer and 5%
more by 2006). Saffron Walden and Stansted divisions are under-represented with 24% and 4%
more electors than the county average respectively (21% and 9% more by 2006).
234 During Stage One, we received eight submissions in relation to the district of Uttlesford.
Essex County Council, the Liberal Democrat Group, the Liberal Democrat CCC, Saffron Walden
Constituency Liberal Democrats, Uttlesford District Council and Great Dunmow Town Council all
submitted district-wide schemes. The schemes put forward by the County Council and
Uttlesford District Council were identical and the schemes put forward by the three different
Liberal Democrat parties were also identical.
235 The County Council and Uttlesford District Council proposed a Saffron Walden division
containing the district wards of Littlebury, Saffron Walden Audley, Saffron Walden Castle,
Saffron Walden Shire, The Chesterfords and Wenden Lofts. They also proposed a Stansted
division containing the district wards of Birchanger, Clavering, Elsenham & Henham, Newport,
Stansted North, Stansted South and Stort Valley. They proposed a Dunmow division containing
the district wards of Barnston & High Easter, Broad Oak & The Hallingburys, Great Dunmow
North, Great Dunmow South, Hatfield Heath, The Rodings and part of Takeley & The Canfields
district ward (Great and Little Canfield parishes). They proposed a Thaxted division containing
the district wards of Ashdon, Felsted, Stebbing, Thaxted, The Eastons, The Sampfords,
Wimbish & Debden and the remainder of Takeley & The Canfields district ward (Takeley
parish).
236 Under the County Council and Uttlesford District Council’s proposals, 50% coterminosity
would be secured between district wards and county divisions. Dunmow, Thaxted and Stansted
divisions would initially contain 7%, 1% and 3% fewer electors per councillor than the county
average respectively (6% fewer, 9% more and 1% more by 2006). Saffron Walden division
would initially contain 11% more electors per councillor than the county average (8% more by
2006).
237 The three Liberal Democrat parties submitted identical schemes which were broadly similar
to the County Council and Uttlesford District Council’s proposals. Under the Liberal Democrats’
proposals, 50% coterminosity would be secured between district wards and county divisions,
and an excellent level of electoral equality would be achieved with no divisions having an
electoral variance over 10% by 2006.
238 Great Dunmow Town Council proposed a district-wide scheme which outlined divisions with
slightly different boundaries to the other proposals we received. Its scheme would provide 100%
coterminosity between district wards and county divisions with one division having an electoral
variance of over 10% by 2006. Two parish councils proposed to retain the existing
arrangements.
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239 We noted that Essex County Council, the Liberal Democrat Group, the Liberal Democrat
CCC, Saffron Walden Constituency Liberal Democrats and Uttlesford District Council all
proposed identical Saffron Walden and Stansted divisions. Both these divisions are coterminous
and provide excellent levels of electoral equality. We noted that the proposal submitted by Great
Dunmow Town Council provided an excellent level of coterminosity and a good level of electoral
equality district-wide. However, we received no argumentation or evidence in support of its
proposed divisions and considered that the geographically large Thaxted & Takeley division
would not facilitate effective and convenient local government. Therefore, given the level of local
support and excellent levels of both electoral quality and coterminosity that the divisions
proposed by the County Council, Uttlesford District Council and the Liberal Democrats provide,
we adopted these two divisions without amendment.
240 In the remainder of the district, we noted that the Liberal Democrats’ submissions provided
divisions with excellent electoral equality. However, we were concerned that the proposed
Thaxted & Takeley division covers a very large area of the district, stretching from the very north
to the very south. We were not persuaded that this division would provide for effective and
convenient local government. We considered the County Council’s proposed Dunmow and
Thaxted divisions and noted that they provided good levels of electoral equality and sensibly
sized divisions with good road linkages. However, both proposed divisions were noncoterminous. Therefore, in order to improve the coterminosity of these divisions, we united all of
Takeley & The Canfields district ward in Dunmow division.
241 Under our draft recommendations, the district of Uttlesford would have 100% coterminosity
between district wards and county divisions. Under our draft recommendations Thaxted and
Stansted divisions would initially contain 14% and 3% fewer electors per councillor than the
county average respectively (10% fewer and 1% more by 2006). Dunmow and Saffron Walden
divisions would initially contain 7% and 11% more electors per councillor than the county
average respectively (12% and 8% more by 2006).
242 During Stage Three, the County Council, Liberal Democrat CCC and Uttlesford District
Council supported our draft recommendations. Uttlesford District Council noted that ‘a number
of members have drawn attention to what they consider to be the somewhat unsatisfactory size
and shape of the Thaxted division. It is nevertheless recognised that, however the boundaries
are drawn, it will always be difficult to devise a satisfactory Thaxted division as there is a small
central base of population to draw on in devising suitable electoral units’. Great Dunmow Town
Council reasserted its Stage One proposals but did not provide any further evidence to support
its submission. We have therefore decided to confirm our draft recommendations as final.
243 Under our final recommendations, coterminosity and the number of electors per councillor
would be the same as under our draft recommendations. Our final recommendations are
illustrated on Sheet One at the back of this report.

Conclusions
244 Having considered carefully all the representations and evidence received in response to
our draft recommendations, we propose:
•

there should be 75 councillors, a decrease in 4, representing 70 divisions, a decrease in 9;

•

changes should be made to all of the existing 79 divisions.
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245 We have decided to substantially confirm our draft recommendations but are moving away
from our draft recommendations in some areas:
•

In Basildon, Braintree, Castle Point, Maldon, Rochford and Uttlesford districts, we are
confirming our draft recommendations as final, subject to one division name change in
Maldon.

•

In Brentwood Borough, we are adopting the proposals of Eric Pickles MP and the
Conservative Group on Brentwood Borough Council.

•

In Chelmsford Borough, we are adopting the Liberal Democrats’ proposals in their entirety.

•

In Colchester Borough, we are adopting two of the County Council’s Stage One divisions in
the urban centre of Colchester.

•

In Epping Forest district, we are adopting the County Council’s Stage One proposals in their
entirety.

•

In Harlow district, we are adopting Amendment Two of the Liberal Democrats’ proposals.

•

In Tendring district, we are amending the boundary between Clacton North and Clacton
West divisions.

246 Table 4 shows the impact of our final recommendations on electoral equality, comparing
them with the current arrangements, based on 2001 and 2006 electorate figures.
Table 4: Comparison of current and recommended electoral arrangements
2001 electorate

2006 forecast electorate

Current
arrangements

Final
recommendations

Current
arrangements

Final
recommendations

Number of councillors

79

75

79

75

Number of divisions

79

70

79

70

12,974

13,666

13,583

14,307

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

42

17

45

12

Number of divisions with a
variance more than 20% from
the average

22

3

23

1

58%*

71%

58%*

71%

Average number of electors
per councillor

Level of coterminosity

* level of coterminosity following the completion of the LGBC Review in 1980

247 As Table 4 shows, our final recommendations would result in a reduction in the number of
divisions with an electoral variance of more than 10% from 42 to 17, with three divisions varying
by more than 20% from the county average. By 2006, 12 divisions are forecast to vary by more
than 10%. However, in only one division would the variances exceed 20%. Our final
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recommendations are set out in more detail in Tables 1 and 2, and illustrated on the large maps
at the back of this report.

Final recommendation
Essex County Council should comprise 75 councillors serving 70 divisions, as detailed and
named in Tables 1 and 2, and illustrated on the large maps inside the back cover.
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6

What happens next?

248 Having completed our review of electoral arrangements in Essex and submitted our final
recommendations to The Electoral Commission, we have fulfilled our statutory obligation under
the Local Government Act 1992 (as amended by SI No. 3692).
249 It is now up to The Electoral Commission to decide whether or not to endorse our
recommendations, with or without modification, and to implement them by means of an Order.
Such an Order will not be made before 8 June 2004 and The Electoral Commission will normally
consider all written representations made to them by that date.
250 All further correspondence concerning our recommendations and the matters discussed in
this report should be addressed to:
The Secretary
The Electoral Commission
Trevelyan House
Great Peter Street
London SW1P 2HW
Fax: 020 7271 0667
Email: implementation@electoralcommission.org.uk
(This address should only be used for this purpose.)
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Appendix A
Final Recommendations for Essex County Council: Detailed mapping
The following maps illustrate our proposed division boundaries for the Essex County Council
area.
Sheet 1 of 2 inserted at the back of this report illustrates in outline form the proposed divisions
for Essex County Council, including constituent district wards and parishes.
Sheet 2 of 2 inserted at the back of this report includes the following maps:
Map 1 illustrates the proposed electoral divisions in Braintree town.
Map 2 illustrates the proposed electoral divisions in Castle Point Borough.
Map 3 illustrates the proposed electoral divisions in Colchester town.
Map 4 illustrates the proposed electoral divisions in Clacton (Tendring District).
Map 5 illustrates the proposed electoral division in Harlow District.
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