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What is The Boundary Committee for England?
The Boundary Committee for England is a committee of The Electoral Commission, an
independent body set up by Parliament under the Political Parties, Elections and Referendums
Act 2000. The functions of the Local Government Commission for England were transferred to
The Electoral Commission and its Boundary Committee on 1 April 2002 by the Local
Government Commission for England (Transfer of Functions) Order 2001 (SI 2001 No. 3692).
The Order also transferred to The Electoral Commission the functions of the Secretary of State
in relation to taking decisions on recommendations for changes to local authority electoral
arrangements and implementing them.
Members of the Committee 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 Warwickshire.
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Summary
We began a review of Warwickshire County Council’s electoral arrangements on 6 August
2002. We published our draft recommendations for electoral arrangements on 27 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
Warwickshire:
•
•

In 27 of the 62 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 13 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 38 divisions and by
more than 20% in 14 divisions.

Our main final recommendations for Warwickshire County Council’s future electoral
arrangements (see Tables 1 and 2 and paragraphs 212-213) that are:
•
•

Warwickshire County Council should have 62 councillors, as at present, representing
56 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, except
Brunswick, Studley, Warwick North, Warwick West and Whitnash, 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 36 of the proposed 56 divisions the number of electors per councillor would vary
by no more than 10% from the average for the county and five divisions would vary
by more than 20%.
The level of electoral equality is forecast to improve slightly, with the number of
electors per councillor in 22 divisions expected to vary by more than 10% from the
average for the county and a single division, Warwick South, would vary by more
than 20% by 2006.

Recommendations are also made for changes to parish council electoral arrangements which
provide for:
•

Revised warding arrangements and the redistribution of councillors for the parish of
Stoneleigh.

All further correspondence on these final recommendations and the matters discussed in this
report should be addressed to The Electoral Commission, which will not make an Order
implementing them before 8 June 2004.
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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)

Number of
councillors

Constituent district wards

North Warwickshire
1

Arley

1

2
3

Atherstone
Baddesley

1
1

4

Coleshill

1

Coleshill North ward; Coleshill South ward; part of Fillongley
ward (the parishes of Great Packington, Little Packington,
Maxstoke and Shustoke)

5
6
7

Hartshill
Kingsbury
Polesworth

1
1
1

Atherstone South & Mancetter ward; Hartshill ward
Hurley & Wood End ward; Kingsbury ward
Polesworth East ward; Polesworth West ward; part of Newton
Regis & Warton ward (the parishes of Austrey, Newton Regis,
Seckington and Shuttington)

8

Water Orton

1

Curdworth ward; Water Orton ward

Arley & Whitacre ward; part of Fillongley ward (the parishes of
Astley, Corley and Fillongley)
Atherstone Central ward; Atherstone North ward
Baddesley & Grendon ward; Dordon ward; part of Newton
Regis & Warton ward (Warton parish ward of Polesworth
parish)

Nuneaton & Bedworth
9

Arbury &
Stockingford

2

Arbury ward; Bar Pool ward; Kingswood ward

10

Bede

1

Bede ward; part of Exhall ward

11

Bedworth North

1

Slough ward; part of Heath ward

12

Bedworth West

1

Part of Exhall ward; part of Heath ward

13

Bulkington

1

Bulkington ward; part of Attleborough ward

14

Nuneaton Abbey

1

Abbey ward

15

Nuneaton Camp Hill

1

Camp Hill ward

16

Nuneaton Galley
Common
Nuneaton St Nicolas

1

Galley Common ward

1

St Nicolas ward; part of Whitestone ward

18

Nuneaton
Weddington

1

Weddington ward

19

Nuneaton Wem
Brook

1

Wem Brook ward; part of Attleborough ward

20

Nuneaton
Whitestone

1

Part of Attleborough ward; part of Whitestone ward

21

Poplar

1

Poplar ward

Admirals ward
Benn ward; Brownsover North ward; Brownsover South ward;
Newbold ward
Bilton ward; Caldecott ward; Overslade ward
Dunchurch & Knightlow ward; Leam Valley ward
Earl Craven & Wolston ward; Ryton-on-Dunsmore ward; part of
Fosse ward (the parishes of Brinklow and Combe Fields); part
of Lawford & King’s Newnham ward (the parishes of Church
Lawford, King’s Newnham and Little Lawford)

17

Rugby
22
23

Admirals
Brownsover

1
2

24
25
26

Caldecott
Dunchurch
Earl Craven

2
1
1

9

Division name
(by district council area)

Number of
councillors

Constituent district wards

27

Eastlands

2

Eastlands ward; Hillmorton ward; Paddox ward

28

Fosse

1

Avon & Swift ward; Wolvey ward; part of Fosse ward (the
parishes of Ansty, Monks Kirby, Pailton, Shilton, Stretton under
Fosse, Wibtoft and Willey)

29

Lawford & New Bilton

1

New Bilton ward; part of Lawford & King’s Newnham ward (the
parish of Long Lawford)

1

Alcester ward; Kinwarton ward
Aston Cantlow ward; Bardon ward; Claverdon ward; part of
Snitterfield ward (the parishes of Snitterfield and Wolverton)
Bidford & Salford ward; Welford ward

Stratford on Avon
30
31

Alcester
Aston Cantlow

1

32

Bidford-on-Avon

1

33

Feldon

1

34

Henley-in-Arden

1

35

Kineton

1

36

Shipston-on-Stour

1

Burton Dassett ward; Kineton ward; part of Fenny Compton
ward (the parishes of Avon Dassett, Farnborough and Fenny
Compton)
Brailes ward; Long Compton ward; Shipston ward

37

Southam

1

Southam ward; Stockton & Napton ward

38

Stour & the Vale

1

39

1

40

Stratford Avenue &
New Town
Stratford South

Ettington ward; Quinton ward; Tredington ward; Vale of the Red
Horse ward
Stratford Avenue & New Town ward

41

Studley

1

42

Wellesbourne

1

Wellesbourne ward; part of Snitterfield ward (the parishes of
Charlecote, Fulbrook and Hampton Lucy)

Bishop's Tachbrook ward; part of Budbrooke ward (the parishes
of Barford, Budbrooke, Norton Lindsey, Sherbourne and
Wasperton)
Cubbington ward; Radford Semele ward; part of Stoneleigh
ward (the parishes of Ashow, Baginton and the proposed
Stoneleigh parish ward of Stoneleigh parish)

2

Harbury ward; Long Itchington ward; part of Fenny Compton
ward (the parishes of Chapel Ascote, Hodnell & Wills Pastures,
Ladbroke, Priors Hardwick, Priors Marston, Radbourn,
Stoneton, Watergall and Wormleighton)
Henley ward; Tanworth ward

Stratford Alveston ward; Stratford Guild & Hathaway ward;
Stratford Mount Pleasant ward
Sambourne ward; Studley ward

Warwick
43

Bishop's Tachbrook

1

44

Cubbington

1

45

Kenilworth Abbey

1

Abbey ward; part of Stoneleigh ward (the proposed University
parish ward of Stoneleigh parish)

46

Kenilworth Park Hill

1

Park Hill ward

47

Kenilworth St John’s

1

St John’s ward

48

Leamington
Brunswick

1

Brunswick ward

49

Leamington Milverton

1

Milverton ward

50

Leamington North

2

Clarendon ward; Crown ward; Manor ward

51

Leamington Willes

1

Willes ward

52

Leek Wootton

1

Lapworth ward; Leek Wootton ward; part of Budbrooke ward
(the parish of Hatton)

53
54

Warwick North
Warwick South

1

Warwick North ward
Warwick South ward

1

10

Division name
(by district council area)

Number of
councillors

Constituent district wards

55

Warwick West

1

Warwick West ward

56

Whitnash

1

Whitnash ward

Notes:
1.
The constituent district wards are those resulting from the electoral reviews of the Warwickshire
districts which were completed in 1999. Where whole district wards do not form the building blocks,
constituent parishes and parish wards are listed.
2.
The large map inserted at the back of the report illustrates the proposed divisions outlined above
and the maps in Appendix A illustrate some of the proposed boundaries in more detail.
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Table 2: Final recommendations for Warwickshire
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
%

North Warwickshire
1

Arley

1

6,065

6,065

-4

6,400

6,400

-2

2

Atherstone

1

5,616

5,616

-12

6,300

6,300

-4

3

Baddesley

1

6,602

6,602

4

7,000

7,000

7

4

Coleshill

1

5,850

5,850

-8

6,160

6,160

-6

5

Hartshill

1

5,720

5,720

-10

5,960

5,960

-9

6

Kingsbury

1

5,794

5,794

-9

6,200

6,200

-5

7

Polesworth

1

7,262

7,262

14

7,470

7,470

14

8

Water Orton

1

5,541

5,541

-13

5,710

5,710

-13

Arbury & Stockingford

2

14,932

7,466

18

15,090

7,545

15

10

Bede

1

7,673

7,673

21

7,400

7,400

13

11

Bedworth North

1

6,193

6,193

-2

6,510

6,510

0

12

Bedworth West

1

7,675

7,675

21

7,490

7,490

15

13

Bulkington

1

6,317

6,317

0

6,040

6,040

-8

14

Nuneaton Abbey

1

5,738

5,738

-10

5,980

5,980

-9

15

Nuneaton Camp Hill

1

5,329

5,329

-16

5,480

5,480

-16

16

Nuneaton Galley
Common

1

5,562

5,562

-12

5,800

5,800

-11

17

Nuneaton St Nicolas

1

7,404

7,404

17

7,150

7,150

9

18

Nuneaton Weddington

1

5,905

5,905

-7

5,630

5,630

-14

19

Nuneaton Wem Brook

1

6,869

6,869

8

6,620

6,620

1

20

Nuneaton Whitestone

1

7,097

7,097

12

6,860

6,860

5

21

Poplar

1

5,300

5,300

-16

5,560

5,560

-15

Nuneaton & Bedworth
9

Rugby
22

Admirals

1

3,705

3,705

-42

5,920

5,920

-9

23

Brownsover

2

15,457

7,729

22

14,830

7,415

13

24

Caldecott

2

12,684

6,342

0

12,120

6,060

-7

25

Dunchurch

1

5,958

5,958

-6

5,750

5,750

-12

26

Earl Craven

1

7,237

7,237

14

7,120

7,120

9

27

Eastlands

2

11,448

5,724

-10

10,950

5,475

-16

28

Fosse

1

5,657

5,657

-11

7,150

7,150

9

29

Lawford & New Bilton

1

6,594

6,594

4

6,560

6,560

0
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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
%

Stratford on Avon
30

Alcester

1

6,451

6,451

2

6,570

6,570

1

31

Aston Cantlow

1

6,100

6,100

-4

6,230

6,230

-5

32

Bidford-on-Avon

1

6,751

6,751

6

6,830

6,830

4

33

Feldon

1

6,561

6,561

3

6,520

6,520

0

34

Henley-in-Arden

1

6,711

6,711

6

6,680

6,680

2

35

Kineton

1

6,091

6,091

-4

6,090

6,090

-7

36

Shipston-on-Stour

1

6,962

6,962

10

7,310

7,310

12

37

Southam

1

6,921

6,921

9

6,920

6,920

6

38

Stour & the Vale

1

7,285

7,285

15

7,380

7,380

13

39

Stratford Avenue &
New Town

1

5,140

5,140

-19

6,230

6,230

-5

40

Stratford South

2

13,133

6,567

3

14,590

7,295

12

41

Studley

1

6,160

6,160

-3

6,110

6,110

-7

42

Wellesbourne

1

6,057

6,057

-5

5,960

5,960

-9

Warwick
43

Bishop's Tachbrook

1

5,197

5,197

-18

5,690

5,690

-13

44

Cubbington

1

7,566

7,566

19

7,490

7,490

15

45

Kenilworth Abbey

1

6,880

6,880

8

7,620

7,620

17

46

Kenilworth Park Hill

1

6,122

6,122

-4

6,050

6,050

-7

47

Kenilworth St John’s

1

5,933

5,933

-7

5,820

5,820

-11

48

Leamington Brunswick

1

5,955

5,955

-6

5,890

5,890

-10

49

Leamington Milverton

1

6,165

6,165

-3

6,390

6,390

-2

50

Leamington North

2

14,002

7,001

10

13,980

6,990

7

51

Leamington Willes

1

6,284

6,284

-1

6,310

6,310

-3

52

Leek Wootton

1

4,924

4,924

-22

5,280

5,280

-19

53

Warwick North

1

6,415

6,415

1

6,330

6,330

-3

54

Warwick South

1

6,739

6,739

6

7,950

7,950

22

55

Warwick West

1

5,953

5,953

-6

7,640

7,640

17

56

Whitnash

1

5,871

5,871

-7

6,160

6,160

-6

Totals

62

393,513

–

–

405,240

–

–

Averages

–

–

6,347

–

–

6,536

–

Source: Electorate figures are based on information provided by Warwickshire County Council.
Note:

The ‘variance from average’ column shows by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors per
councillor varies from the average for the county. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average
number of electors. Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole number
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1

Introduction

1 This report contains our final recommendations on the electoral arrangements for the county
of Warwickshire. 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 June 2000 for the districts of North Warwickshire and Warwick, in July 2000 for
Nuneaton & Bedworth and Stratford on Avon and in December 2000 for Rugby. 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.
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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
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.
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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
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 Warwickshire
16 We completed the reviews of the five district council areas in Warwickshire in November
1999 and Orders for the new electoral arrangements have since been made. This is our first
review of the electoral arrangements of Warwickshire 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. 409).
17 This review was in four stages. Stage One began on 6 August 2002, when we wrote to
Warwickshire County Council inviting proposals for future electoral arrangements. We also
notified the three district councils and two borough councils in the county, the Warwickshire
Police Authority, the Local Government Association, Warwickshire & West Midlands Association
of Local Councils, parish and town councils in the district, Members of Parliament with
constituencies in the county, Members of the European Parliament for the West Midlands
Region and the headquarters of the main political parties. We placed a notice in the local press,
issued a press release and invited the Warwickshire 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 27 August 2003 with the publication of our report, Draft
recommendations on the future electoral arrangements for Warwickshire County Council, and
ended on 20 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 Warwickshire comprises the five districts of North Warwickshire, Nuneaton &
Bedworth, Rugby, Stratford on Avon and Warwick. The area has a population of 506,713. The
county covers an area of 197,753 hectares. It is bounded to the west by the metropolitan
authorities of Birmingham, Coventry and Solihull and the county of Worcestershire; to the south
by the counties of Gloucestershire and Oxfordshire; to the east by the counties of Leicestershire
and Northamptonshire; and to the north-west by the county of Staffordshire. The county
combines rural areas with more urban areas. There are 203 parishes in the county. All of North
Warwickshire is parished and the rural areas of Rugby, Stratford on Avon and Warwick districts
are parished. The entire district of Nuneaton & Bedworth is unparished.
21 To compare levels of electoral inequality between divisions, we calculated, in percentage
terms, the extent to which the number of electors per councillor in each division (the
councillor:elector ratio) varies from the county average. In the text which follows, this figure may
also be described using the shorthand term ‘electoral variance’.
22 The electorate of the county is 393,513 (December 2001). The Council presently has 62
members, with one member elected from each division. At present each councillor represents
an average of 6,347 electors, which the County Council forecasts will increase to 6,536 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 27 of
the 62 divisions varies by more than 10% from the district average, 13 divisions by more than
20% and seven divisions by more than 30%. The worst imbalance is in Warwick South division,
where the councillor represents 53% more electors than the county average.
23 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 Warwickshire, we are therefore faced with a new starting point
for considering electoral divisions; our proposals for county divisions will be based on the new
district wards, and not on those which existed prior to the recent reviews. In view of the effect of
these new district wards, and changes in the electorate over the past 20 years which have
resulted in electoral imbalances across the county, changes to most, if not all, of the existing
county electoral divisions are inevitable.
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Table 3: Existing electoral arrangements
Division name
(by district council area)

Number of
councillors

Electorate
2001

Variance
from average
%

Electorate
2006

Variance
from average
%

North Warwickshire
1

Arley

1

4,725

-26

5,040

23

2

Atherstone

1

6,558

3

7,300

12

3

Baddesley Ensor

1

5,508

-13

5,740

-12

4

Coleshill

1

5,224

-18

5,500

-16

5

Hartshill

1

6,442

1

6,670

2

6

Kingsbury

1

5,875

-7

6,280

-4

7

Polesworth

1

8,356

32

8,730

34

8

Water Orton

1

5,762

-9

5,940

-9

Nuneaton & Bedworth
9

Bedworth Exhall

1

5,833

-8

5,700

-13

10

Bedworth Heath

1

6,139

-3

6,480

-1

11

Bedworth Mount Pleasant

1

7,700

21

7,390

13

12

Bedworth Poplar

1

6,095

-4

6,400

-2

13

Bedworth Bulkington

1

6,394

1

6,090

-7

14

Nuneaton Abbey

1

5,731

-10

5,870

-10

15

Nuneaton Arbury

1

7,188

13

6,830

4

16

Nuneaton Attleborough

1

6,802

7

6,550

0

17

Nuneaton Camp Hill

1

5,002

-21

5,190

-21

18

Nuneaton Chilvers Coton

1

4,733

-25

5,310

-19

19

Nuneaton Galley Common

1

6,662

5

6,560

0

20

Nuneaton St Nicolas

1

5,775

-9

5,570

-15

21

Nuneaton Stockingford

1

5,103

-20

5,480

-16

22

Nuneaton Weddington

1

5,726

-10

5,440

-17

23

Nuneaton Whitestone

1

7,111

12

6,750

3

Rugby
24

Dunchurch

1

6,422

1

8,150

25

25

Earl Craven

1

5,927

-7

6,950

6

26

Fosse

1

6,937

9

8,390

28

27

Rugby Bilton

1

6,243

-2

5,920

-9
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Division name
(by district council area)

Number of
councillors

Electorate
2001

Variance
from average
%

Electorate
2006

Variance
from average
%

28

Rugby Caldecott

1

5,918

-7

5,610

-14

29

Rugby Central

1

5,340

-16

5,070

-22

30

Rugby Eastlands

1

5,615

-12

5,330

-18

31

Rugby Hillmorton

1

5,611

-12

5,320

-19

32

Rugby North

1

8,570

35

8,130

24

33

Rugby Overslade

1

6,155

-3

5,840

-11

34

Rugby West

1

6,002

-5

5,690

-13

Stratford on Avon
35

Alcester

1

7,602

20

7,710

18

36

Bidford-on-Avon

1

7,486

18

7,740

18

37

Harbury

1

6,253

-1

6,250

-4

38

Henley-in-Arden

1

5,601

-12

5,590

-14

39

Kineton

1

5,758

-9

5,760

-12

40

Shipston-on-Stour

1

8,708

37

9,030

38

41

Southam

1

9,512

50

9,480

45

42

Stratford-upon-Avon North

1

6,268

-1

7,370

13

43

Stratford-upon-Avon South

1

7,018

11

7,960

22

44

Stratford-upon-Avon West

1

4,993

-21

5,490

-16

45

Studley

1

6,161

-3

6,110

-7

46

Wellesbourne

1

8,591

35

8,640

32

47

Wootton Wawen

1

6,372

0

6,300

-4

Warwick
48

Cubbington

1

6,320

0

6,290

-4

49

Kenilworth Abbey

1

6,359

0

6,390

-2

50

Kenilworth St John’s

1

7,325

15

7,260

11

51

Kenilworth Stoneleigh

1

6,496

2

7,260

11

52

Leamington Brunswick

1

5,955

-6

5,950

-9

53

Leamington Clarendon

1

4,426

-30

4,820

-26

54

Leamington Crown

1

4,082

-36

4,040

-38

55

Leamington Manor

1

6,130

-3

6,070

-7
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Division name
(By district council area)

Number of
councillors

Electorate
2001

Variance
from average
%

Electorate
2006

Variance
from average
%

56

Leamington Milverton

1

5,946

-6

6,050

-8

57

Leamington Willes

1

5,868

-8

5,900

-10

58

Rowington

1

7,171

13

7,570

16

59

Warwick North

1

6,415

1

6,330

-3

60

Warwick South

1

9,689

53

10,870

66

61

Warwick West

1

5,953

-6

7,640

17

62

Whitnash

1

5,871

-7

6,160

-6

Totals

62

393,513

–

405,240

–

Averages

–

6,347

–

6,536

–

Source:
Note:

Electorate figures are based on information provided by Warwickshire County Council.
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
by how far, in percentage terms, the number of electors per councillor varies from the average
for the borough. The minus symbol (-) denotes a lower than average number of electors.
For example, in 2001, electors in Leamington Crown division were relatively over-represented
by 36%, while electors in Warwick South division were significantly under-represented by 53%.
Figures have been rounded to the nearest whole number.
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Draft recommendations

24 During Stage One we received 14 representations, including a county-wide scheme from
Warwick County Council and representations from the Liberal Democrat Group on the County
Council, nine parish councils, a local Labour party, a local society and a residents’ association.
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 Warwickshire County Council.
25 Under our draft recommendations, we put forward a scheme based largely on our own
proposals, as we considered the County Council’s scheme provided poor coterminosity. We
considered that our proposals, which included a number of two-member divisions, provided a
notable improvement in electoral equality on the existing arrangements and a satisfactory level
of coterminosity. However, we based our proposals for the rural area Stratford on Avon on the
Liberal Democrats’ scheme for the district. We proposed that:
•
•

Warwickshire County Council should be served by 62 councillors, as at present;
there should be 55 electoral divisions, involving changes to the boundaries of all but eight of
the existing divisions.

Draft recommendation
Warwickshire County Council should comprise 62 councillors, serving 55 divisions.
26 Our proposals would have resulted in significant improvements in electoral equality, with the
number of electors per councillor in 32 of the 55 divisions varying by no more than 10% from the
county average. By 2006, 23 divisions would vary by more than 10% from the average.
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Responses to consultation

27 During the consultation on our draft recommendations report, we received 57
representations. A list of all respondents is available from us on request. All representations
may be inspected at our offices and those of Warwickshire County Council.

Warwickshire County Council
28 The County Council accepted most of our proposed divisions in the districts of Nuneaton &
Bedworth, Rugby and Warwick, as put forward in our draft recommendations. However, it
proposed amendments to all except one of our proposed divisions in North Warwickshire and it
proposed amendments to eight of our proposed divisions in Stratford on Avon. It opposed the
concept of two-member divisions and proposed alternative single-member divisions to all except
one of our proposed two-member divisions. The amendments would result in our scheme
providing a level of coterminosity of 51%, with 26 out of 61 divisions varying by more than 10%
from the county average and one varying by more than 20% by 2006.

Political groups
29 The Conservative Group on the County Council supported our proposals for North
Warwickshire, though suggested some name changes. It proposed splitting our proposed twomember Caldecott division, in Rugby, into two single-member divisions. The Labour Group on
the County Council endorsed the County Council’s Stage Three response to our draft
recommendations.
30 The Liberal Democrat Group on the County Council, submitted two representations, broadly
supported our draft recommendations. It expressed support for our proposed Eastlands division
in Rugby, our proposed Kenilworth Abbey and Leamington Crown divisions in Warwick and our
proposed rural divisions in Stratford on Avon. It opposed our proposed divisions covering
Stratford-upon-Avon town, supporting the County Council’s alternative proposals for the area. It
opposed our proposed two-member Warwick South division and supported the County Council’s
proposal to split it into two single-member divisions.
31 The Kingsbury Branch of the North Warwickshire Constituency Labour Party opposed our
proposal to split Kingsbury parish between two divisions. Stratford-on-Avon Conservative
Association supported our proposed council size of 62. It put forward alternative proposals to
our proposed divisions in the east of Stratford on Avon and in Stratford-upon-Avon town.

District and borough councils
32 Stratford on Avon District Council made comments on external parish boundaries and
questioned whether our proposed Fenny Compton division was geographically too large.
Warwick District Council proposed that the University parish ward of Stoneleigh parish be
included in a division with Park Hill ward. It suggested that our proposed Warwick South division
be split into two single-member divisions. It proposed a two-member division combining the
wards of Bishop’s Tachbrook, Budbrooke, Lapworth and Leek Wootton.

Parish and town councils
33 In North Warwickshire, Ansley Parish Council opposed our proposal to ward its parish and
to include one parish ward in a division with Water Orton ward. Atherstone Town Council
opposed our proposed Atherstone division and proposed a division covering the whole town of
Atherstone. Coleshill Town Council proposed a ‘Coleshill’ division containing the parishes of
Coleshill, Great Packington and Little Packington. Curdworth Parish Council supported the
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status quo. It did not specify if this related to its local area only. Kingsbury Parish Council
opposed our proposal to split Kingsbury parish between two divisions.
34 In Rugby, Combe Fields Parish Council proposed that its parish be included in our proposed
Fosse division.
35 In Stratford on Avon, Binton Parish Council stated its preference to be included in a division
with Welford ward. Fenny Compton Parish Council, Lighthorne Parish Council, Napton on the
Hill Parish Council and Stockton Parish Council expressed opposition to our proposed Fenny
Compton division. Ufton Parish Council proposed a division containing Fenny Compton,
Harbury and Long Itchington wards. Southam Town Council stated its preference for a division
including both Southam and Stockton parishes. Old Stratford & Drayton Parish Council
supported its parish’s inclusion in our proposed Aston Cantlow division. Wellesbourne Parish
Council supported our draft recommendations, although it did not specify whether or not the
support related to its local area only. Wootton Wawen Parish Council opposed to being
‘subsumed within part of Henley-in-Arden’.
36 In Warwick, Barford, Sherbourne & Wasperton Joint Parish Council supported our proposed
Bishop’s Tachbrook division, though suggested this proposed division be renamed ‘Tachbrook’.
Bishop’s Tachbrook Parish Council broadly supported our draft recommendations and
supported our proposed Bishop’s Tachbrook division. The Town Council of Leamington Spa
opposed our proposed two-member Warwick South division. Whitnash Town Council supported
our proposed Whitnash division.

Other representations
37 A further 27 representations were received in response to our draft recommendations from
local political groups, local organisations, councillors and residents.
38 A resident of Stratford-upon-Avon opposed the concept of two-member divisions and stated
that our draft recommendations gave too much prominence to coterminosity, compared with
electoral equality. Councillor Chris Saint, Leader of Stratford on Avon District Council, supported
the proposal for the council size to remain at 62. He opposed the concept of two-member
divisions and proposed single-member alternatives in Stratford-upon-Avon town and in the
south of Rugby town. He proposed alternatives to our proposals in the north-east of Stratford
on Avon.
39 In North Warwickshire, we received representations from Atherstone Civic Society and a
resident of Atherstone town, which opposed our proposed Atherstone division, stating that the
whole of Atherstone town ought to be covered by one division. An Atherstone resident opposed
our proposed Hartshill division and questioned the County Council’s electorate figures for North
Warwickshire. Coleshill & District Civic Society proposed the status quo with respect to the
Coleshill area. However, it stated that it would accept a division including Coleshill town and
surrounding villages. Coleshill Redevelopment Action Group and six representations from
Coleshill residents stated that our proposal to split Coleshill parish between two divisions would
weaken the town’s identity. A resident of Coleshill proposed a division containing Coleshill
parish with surrounding rural parishes. A resident of Coleshill proposed that the name ‘Coleshill’
remain in a division name.
40 In Nuneaton & Bedworth, Tryan Road Residents Association and a resident of Nuneaton
opposed our proposed two-member Arbury division and proposed retaining the name
‘Stockingford’ in a division name. Councillor Barry Longden, representing Nuneaton
Stockingford division, opposed our proposed Arbury division and supported the Warwickshire
County Council’s proposed Arbury and Stockingford divisions, put forward at Stage Three. He
enclosed a petition opposing ‘the removal of the name Stockingford’ and opposing our twomember Arbury division. Two residents of Stockingford proposed that the name ‘Stockingford’
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be included in a division name. One of these residents supported Councillor Longden’s
proposals for the Stockingford area.
41 In Rugby, a resident of Clifton-upon-Dunsmore supported the inclusion of Clifton-uponDunsmore parish in our proposed Fosse division.
42 In Stratford on Avon, The Lighthorne Society opposed our proposed Kineton division.
Councillor Richard Hyde, representing Stratford South division, opposed the divisions we
proposed to cover Stratford-upon-Avon town and he supported the County Council’s Stage
Three proposals for the town. Councillor Nigel Rock, representing Stockton & Napton ward,
proposed alternative divisions in the east of Stratford on Avon. Councillor Robert Stevens,
representing Southam division, opposed our proposed Fenny Compton division and proposed a
division containing Southam ward only.
43 In Warwick, Whitnash Residents Association supported our proposed Whitnash division. In
a joint submission, Councillors Alan Boad, Roger Copping, Cymone De-Lara-Boad, Eithne
Goode and Cliff Harris, representing the wards of Leamington Crown and Leamington Manor
respectively, supported our proposed Leamington Crown division. However, they proposed
renaming it ‘Leamington North’ division. Councillor Marion Haywood, representing Warwick
South division, opposed our proposed two-member Warwick South division.
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Analysis and final recommendations

44 As with our reviews of districts, our primary aim in considering the most appropriate electoral
arrangements for Warwickshire 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’.
45 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.
46 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.
47 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.
48 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
49 Since 1975 there has been a 19% increase in the electorate of the County of Warwickshire.
The County Council, at Stage One, submitted electorate forecasts for the year 2006, projecting
an increase in the electorate of approximately 3% from 393,513 to 405,240 over the five-year
period from 2001 to 2006. It expects the most rapid growth to be in North Warwickshire,
although the electorate of Nuneaton & Bedworth is expected to decline over this period. In order
to prepare these forecasts, the Council estimated rates and locations of housing development
with regard to structure and local plans, the expected rate of building over the five-year period
and assumed occupancy rates. We accept that this is an inexact science and, having
considered the 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.
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50 At Stage Three, we received a submission from a resident who stated that the electorate
figures for North Warwickshire, supplied to us by the County Council, were ‘most speculative’.
We contacted the County Council regarding this matter and we subsequently received a written
reply confirming the figures provided at Stage One regarding North Warwickshire, which stated:
‘The forecasts were made on the best available evidence at the time and were based on
information provided by North Warwickshire District Council, our own Strategic Planning Team
and the Structure Plan Monitoring Officer’. We accept the conclusions of the County Council
with respect to their electorate figures for North Warwickshire and we are basing our proposals
on those figures.
51 We received representations from Councillor Robert Stevens, representing Southam
division, and Southam Town Council implying that the 2006 electorate in our proposed Southam
division has possibly been under-estimated by the County Council. Councillor Stevens stated
that ‘there are proposals for further housing developments in Southam and I suspect that if the
proposed amendments to PPG3 are implemented as well as the adoption of the Regional
Planning policy these will come into fruition in the not too distant future’. Southam Town Council
stated that ‘in view of the likelihood of housing development on the brown field site of the former
cement works at Long Itchington, the ratio of electors [in our proposed Southam division] is set
to worsen’. We contacted the County Council regarding this matter and we subsequently
received a written reply confirming the figures provided at Stage One for the area covered by
our proposed Southam division, which stated: ‘The forecasts were made on the best available
evidence at the time and were based on information from each district council, our County
Council Strategic Planning Team and Structure Plan Monitoring Officer’. We accept the
conclusions of the County Council with respect to the electorate figures for Stratford on Avon
and we are basing our proposals on those figures.

Council size
52 As explained earlier, we now require justification for any council size proposed, whether it is
an increase, decrease, or the retention of the existing council size.
53 Warwickshire County Council presently has 62 members. At Stage One, the County Council
proposed retaining a council of 62 members. In considering its proposed council size, the
County Council considered councillor workload and internal political management structures.
Warwickshire County Council stated that its current councillor:elector ratio was low compared
with other shire counties. However, the County Council considered councillor workloads were
already high and to reduce council size ‘may have a significant impact on the size of the
geographical area required to be covered [by rural councillors] and adversely affect effective
liaison arrangements with parish councils within the division’.
54 In its Stage One submission, the County Council discussed how it has implemented a new
political management structure consistent with the Local Government Act 2000 and has adopted
a system which now contains a leader and nine other cabinet members. It stated that the
portfolios of Cabinet members have been transferred from ‘traditional service-based areas to
strengthen the Council’s ability to respond in a more effective and cohesive way to the needs of
communities and ensure continuous improvement in service delivery’. The Cabinet meets twice
every three weeks, once to consider policy issues and once for decision making. The County
Council stated that it is establishing policy panels and working groups involving cabinet
members (and other councillors) to provide support for policy development in addition to the
support provided by the established committees. According to the County Council, non-Cabinet
council members, in addition to their representative roles, ‘continued to have a role in policy
formation and development as well as developing their scrutiny role’. To facilitate these roles,
eight Policy Advisory Groups, four Scrutiny and Review Committees and six Overview and
Scrutiny Committees were created. A Standards Committee and Regulatory Committee were
also established. The County Council discussed the establishment of five ‘Area Committees’
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which provide ‘additional support to enable members to develop their roles as community
leaders’. A second theme is the requirement to establish working partnerships with statutory
agencies and other bodies. The partnerships, of which there are currently 40, involve issues
such as regeneration initiatives and crime and disorder reduction strategies.
55 The County Council argued that the combination of councillors’ political management and
representative roles ‘are increasingly demanding a significant investment in time’. It argued that
time constraints (resulting from a smaller council size) will impact adversely on the diversity in
types of people willing to take the role of county councillor. The County Council estimates that
each non-Cabinet council member will have approximately 4.48 places on bodies (such as the
Pension Fund Investment Board) on average. In summary, the County Council stated that ‘the
members of the Council have expressed the view that a reduction in the overall council size
given their workload would not be sustainable’ and that ‘an overall [council] size of 62 provides
the best balance between effective representation and cost and therefore is the optimum size
for the Council’.
56 The Liberal Democrat Group, at Stage One, also argued for the council size to remain at 62.
In determining its proposed council size, it considered councillor workload and councillors’ roles
in the County Council’s political management structures. It stated that ‘the County has strongly
embraced the Government’s modernisation agenda for local Government’ and, following
consultation, adopted a new constitution consistent with the Local Government Act 2000 based
on a cabinet form of executive. The constitution came into effect in September 2001. According
to the Liberal Democrats, the constitution ‘seeks to create … transparency in decision-making,
whilst ensuring councillors who are not cabinet members play a key role in scrutiny and policy
development’.
57 The Liberal Democrat Group briefly described the six Overview and Scrutiny Committees
which assist in member scrutiny and policy development. These committees cover the issues of
corporate services, crime and safety, employment and inclusion, environment and rural affairs,
health and welfare and learning. The Liberal Democrats outlined the size and purpose of the
cabinet: the cabinet contains a single leader and nine other members.
58 The Liberal Democrats argued that the County Council ‘is encouraging a greater level of
area working for services’ and that the recently established Area Committees ‘now hold
significant devolved budgets, and increasing powers for local decision-making’ and they also
play a ‘key role in the scrutiny and policy development processes’. The Group stated that
council members represent the county on a number of other bodies, such as the Police
Authority, youth and community organisations and school governing bodies. It stated that
members have been ‘heavily involved’ with performance management of council services.
59 The Liberal Democrats stated that ‘within the county it is widely accepted that the current
democratic arrangements are working well’ and that ‘member-led decision-making and memberled scrutiny are developing strongly’. Consequently, they stated that ‘present levels of member
workload, whilst demanding, facilitate sufficient time for members to help constituents resolve
problems, and for members to play an active role in the local community’.
60 We carefully considered all the evidence received during Stage One concerning council
size. We noted that both submissions, especially the County Council’s, have made a detailed
study of how the council is functioning under the new political management structure. Given the
evidence and argumentation the County Council provided, and the support of the Liberal
Democrats, we were persuaded that 62 would be an appropriate council size to secure effective
and convenient local government for Warwickshire. Having looked at the size and distribution of
the electorate, the geography and other characteristics of the area, together with the responses
received, we concluded that the achievement of electoral equality and the statutory criteria
would best be met by a council of 62 members.
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61 During Stage Three, we received two submissions regarding council size. Councillor J Saint
and Stratford-on-Avon Conservative Association expressed support for a council size of 62.
62 We have considered the representations received at Stage Three. In the light of the support
received for a council size of 62, and given that we have not received any representations
opposing our draft recommendations regarding council size, we have decided to confirm our
draft recommendation for a council size of 62 as final.

Electoral arrangements
63 We have reviewed our draft recommendations in light of the representations received at
Stage Three. After considering those representations, we are making amendments to most of
our proposed boundaries in North Warwickshire. We received satisfactory alternative proposals
and good supportive argumentation. In Stratford on Avon, we are adopting a number of
alternative divisions in the east of the district following the receipt of good community identity
arguments at Stage Three. In Warwick, we are making one boundary amendment and one
division name change. In the remainder of the county, despite receiving opposition to some of
our proposals, we did not receive satisfactory evidence, argumentation or alternative proposals
to encourage us to move away from our draft recommendations. Consequently, with the
exception of North Warwickshire and Stratford on Avon, we are broadly confirming our draft
recommendations for Warwickshire County Council as final.
64 At Stage Three, the County Council, Councillors Hyde and Saint, Stratford-on-Avon
Conservative Association and a resident of Stratford-upon-Avon opposed the concept of twomember divisions. The County Council claimed that ‘whilst multi-member wards have been in
place … the sheer difference in scale both in terms of numbers of the electors affected and the
geographical areas involved call for caution … for multi-member divisions’. It also argued that
councillor workload would increase, stating that ‘each councillor [in a two-member division] is
elected to represent the whole division and therefore is responsible for maintaining effective
links and representing the interests of an electorate of up to some 15,000 people … per
division’. It stated that there is a possibility of councillors in two-member divisions being from
different political parties and argued that ‘the difficulties that this can create for clarity,
accountability and community leadership … should not be under-estimated’. It stated that the
population density of the shire counties is ‘much lower’ than that of the cities. Therefore, it
argued, ‘the geographical area required to be included in a two-member division brings
increased risk that diverse communities will be inappropriately grouped together as a single
unit’. Stratford-on-Avon Conservative Association and a resident of Stratford-upon-Avon stated
that two-member divisions would result in the loss of personal contact between councillors and
the electorate. Councillor Hyde stated that a ‘geographically large’ two-member division, such
as our proposed Stratford South division, ‘works against the principle’ of councillors acting as
community leaders. Councillor Saint and the Stratford-on-Avon Conservative Association both
stated that two-member divisions we proposed in our draft recommendations ‘are large and
often represent areas that will be difficult to manage’.
65 We acknowledge the criticisms of two-member divisions received at Stage Three. However,
we consider these arguments against the concept of two-member divisions to be unjustified.
Multi-member district wards have been in existence for some time and there is little evidence to
suggest that two-member wards/divisions confuse electors, hinder the building of relationships
between councillors and electors, create confusion or tension between the two members or
hinder the relationships between members and the community.
66 We note the opposition received regarding the concept of two-member divisions on the
basis of their alleged large geographic size. In Warwickshire we have proposed two-member
divisions only in sizeable towns, which have relatively high population densities, where we could
not identify single-member divisions that combined coterminosity with good electoral equality.
When considering our proposed divisions, we have followed The Electoral Commission’s
32

Guidance, which states that ‘we do not envisage the BCFE recommending large numbers of
multi-member divisions other than, perhaps in the more urban areas of a county’. In terms of the
size of the electorate in two-member divisions, the average number of electors represented by
each councillor in a two-member division is the same for that of the average single-member
division. In our final recommendations, we are no longer adopting one of the two-member
divisions we proposed in the towns of Leamington Spa and Warwick. We have moved away
from this division as we have received alternative proposals and supportive evidence at Stage
Three. However, we are confirming a two-member division in Nuneaton & Bedworth, three twomember divisions in Rugby, a two-member division in Stratford on Avon and a two-member
division in Warwick, all of which we proposed as part of our draft recommendations. We did not
consider that the single-member alternatives to these proposed two-member divisions put
forward at Stage Three would provide an improvement in terms of the statutory criteria.
67 The County Council and a resident of Stratford-upon-Avon stated that we placed too much
emphasis on coterminosity, relative to other factors, when determining our draft
recommendations. The County Council considered that the statutory rules in Schedule 11 [of
the Local Government Act 1972] merely require the Boundary Committee to have regard to coterminosity as a ‘factor’. It argued that we consider coterminosity ‘to be synonymous with the
statutory criteria’ and it stated that we ‘should evidence the particular circumstances which
justify this approach’. It claimed that ‘there are other factors than coterminosity which are
important in securing effective and convenient local government such as transparency,
accountability, clarity of representation and community leadership’. A resident of Stratford-uponAvon stated that our draft recommendations ‘ignore … electoral variance and concentrate upon
coterminosity with District Ward boundaries. This is completely at variance with the initial
guidelines’.
68 We note the opposition to our emphasis on coterminosity in our draft recommendations.
Although we consider factors other than coterminosity, with electoral equality being our primary
goal, our Guidance stipulates that the ‘we would normally expect coterminosity to be achieved in
a significant majority of divisions’. We consider that coterminosity facilitates ‘effective and
convenient local government’, one of the statutory criteria outlined in the Local Government Act
1992. As our Guidance states, coterminosity is ‘conducive to effective liaison and co-operative
working between the two tiers of local government in addressing matters of common concern’.
We consider that our draft recommendations in Warwickshire provided a satisfactory balance of
the statutory criteria, given the limited community identity argumentation we received at Stage
One.
69 The County Council, Councillor Saint and Stratford-on-Avon Conservative Association
opposed some of our proposed divisions in rural Stratford on Avon on the basis of divisions
crossing parliamentary boundaries. They stated that such crossing of parliamentary boundaries
would complicate the work of councillors as each county councillor would need to liaise with
more than one member of parliament. Fenny Compton Parish Council also opposed our
proposed Fenny Compton division in Stratford on Avon as its boundary crossed parliamentary
boundaries.
70 We note the concern expressed about some of our proposed divisions crossing
parliamentary boundaries. However, as indicated in paragraph 47, 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. We have, nonetheless, decided to move away
from our draft recommendations and adopt a number of divisions proposed by the County
Council, Councillor Saint and Stratford-on-Avon Conservative Association in the rural area of
Stratford on Avon district. We have done so on the basis of good community identity argument
we received at Stage Three.
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71 We have reviewed our draft recommendations in the light of further evidence and the
representations received during Stage Three. For borough warding purposes, the following
areas, based on existing wards, are considered in turn:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.

North Warwickshire borough (pages 34-42)
Nuneaton & Bedworth borough (pages 42-48)
Rugby borough (pages 48-52)
Stratford on Avon district (pages 52-63)
Warwick district (pages 63-72)

v.

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

North Warwickshire borough
73 Under the current arrangements, North Warwickshire is represented by eight county
councillors, representing eight single-member divisions; Arley, Atherstone, Baddesley Ensor,
Coleshill, Hartshill, Kingsbury, Polesworth and Water Orton. The number of electors
represented by each councillor currently varies by more than 10% from the county average in
four divisions and by more than 20% from the average in two divisions. The level of electoral
equality is not forecast to worsen significantly, with the number of electors per councillor varying
from the county average by more than 10% in five divisions and by more than 20% in two
divisions by 2006. The highest electoral imbalance is in the Polesworth division, which is
currently under represented by 32% (34% by 2006).
74 Under the County Council’s proposals put forward at Stage One, eight county councillors
would represent North Warwickshire, which is the same as the current arrangements. These
councillors would represent eight single-member divisions, as indicated in Table 4. Under its
proposals, electoral equality would improve significantly with the number of electors represented
by each councillor varying by more than 10% from the county average in three divisions but
none by varying more than 20% of the average. This would improve by 2006, with the number
of electors represented by each councillor varying by more than 10% in none of the proposed
divisions. The Council’s scheme would provide 25% coterminosity in this district.
Table 4: Warwickshire County Council’s Stage One proposals for North Warwickshire

County Council
proposed Division name

Number of
councillors

1

Arley

1

2
3

Atherstone
Coleshill

1
1

4

Dordon & Polesworth
West
Hartshill

1

Kingsbury
Polesworth East &
Warton

1
1

5

6
7

1

Proposed constituent district wards
Part of Baddesley & Grendon ward (the parishes of Baxterley,
Bentley and Merevale); part of Arley & Whitacre ward (the parish
of Arley and the proposed Ansley Village & Ridge Lane ward of
Ansley parish); part of Fillongley ward (the parishes of Astley,
Corley, Fillongley and Maxstoke)
Atherstone Central ward; Atherstone North ward
Coleshill North ward; Coleshill South ward; part of Fillongley ward
(the parishes of Great Packington, Little Packington and
Shustoke)
Dordon ward; Polesworth West ward; part of Baddesley &
Grendon ward (the parish of Baddesley Ensor)
Hartshill ward; Atherstone South & Mancetter ward; part of
Arley & Whitacre ward (the proposed Ansley Common ward of
Ansley parish)
Hurley & Wood End ward; Kingsbury ward
Newton Regis & Warton ward; Polesworth East ward; part of
Baddesley & Grendon ward (the parish of Grendon)
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County Council
proposed Division name
8

Water Orton

Number of
councillors
1

Proposed constituent district wards
Curdworth ward; Water Orton ward; part of Arley & Whitacre ward
(the parish of Over Whitacre)

75 The County Council’s scheme for the district attempted to achieve ‘a reasonable level of
electoral equality having regard to the need to reflect the identities and interests of
communities’. It proposed the warding of Ansley parish and the consequent creation of the
parish wards of Ansley Common and Ansley Village & Ridge Lane, which are to be included in
the proposed Hartshill and Arley divisions respectively. The County Council considered that
there is a ‘logical connection between Ansley Common and Hartshill’ and that ‘the two areas
were urban in nature and sat naturally together’. It also considered the ‘urban nature’ of Ansley
Common to be distinct from the ‘rural areas of Ansley Village and Ridge Lane’. It stated that the
warding of Ansley parish in the above manner ‘enabled the traditional mining villages of
Baxterley, Arley and Astley to be kept within the same division’.
76 The number of electors per councillor in the County Council’s proposed divisions of Arley,
Atherstone, Coleshill, Dordon & Polesworth West, Hartshill, Kingsbury, Polesworth East &
Warton and Water Orton would initially vary from the county average by 12%, 12%, 11%, 6%,
2%, 9%, 6% and 8% respectively (forecast to become 9%, 4%, 9%, 7%, 3%, 5%, 8% and 8%
by 2006).
77 The Liberal Democrat Group supported the County Council’s proposals for the district as it
‘does not feel sufficiently aware of local issues to make objective and effective proposals in
these areas’.
78 Polesworth Parish Council submitted a proposal for two divisions in the far northern area of
the district. It wished to include the entire village of Polesworth in one division in order to avoid
‘confusion within the electorate of Polesworth’. One of its proposed divisions, titled ‘Electoral
Division 1’, contained Dordon ward, part of Baddesley & Grendon ward (the parishes of
Baddesley Ensor and Grendon) and part of Newton Regis & Warton ward (the parish of Austrey
and Warton ward of Polesworth parish). Its second proposed division (‘Electoral Division 2’)
contained the Polesworth East and Polesworth West wards and part of Newton Regis & Warton
ward (the parishes of Newton Regis, Seckington, and Shuttington). The number of electors per
councillor in the Parish Council’s proposed Electoral Division 1 and Electoral Division 2 would
initially vary from the county average by 10% and 2% respectively (forecast to become 13% and
2% by 2006).
79 We carefully considered all the representations received at Stage One relating to North
Warwickshire. We noted that the County Council put forward proposals allocating eight
councillors to North Warwickshire. By 2006, under a council size of 62, eight councillors is the
correct allocation. We therefore proposed eight councillors being returned from North
Warwickshire under our draft recommendations. We noted that the County Council’s proposals
provided the correct allocation of councillors and provided good levels of electoral equality in
this district. However, they would also result in a level of coterminosity which we considered
could be improved upon. Therefore, having investigated a number of alternatives, we proposed
adopting two of the County Council’s proposed divisions and six alternative single-member
divisions which combine to significantly improve coterminosity throughout the district while
achieving reasonable electoral equality.
80 In the north of the district, we proposed a revised Polesworth division containing both the
Polesworth East and Polesworth West district wards in order to avoid placing the eastern and
western sections of Polesworth village in separate divisions and to facilitate coterminosity. We
noted Polesworth Parish Council’s suggestions for divisions in this area. However, its proposed
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divisions were not coterminous and, if we had adopted them, we would not have been able to
achieve an acceptable level of coterminosity throughout the district. While we agree that
Polesworth East and Polesworth West wards should be included in the same division, to provide
coterminosity in the north and west of the district we proposed a new Grendon division
comprising Baddesley & Grendon and Newton Regis & Warton wards. This division would
combine two largely rural wards that are adequately connected by road. To the south of
Polesworth, our proposed Dordon division was coterminous and contained the well-linked and
largely rural wards of Dordon and Hurley & Wood End. Our proposed Curdworth division, in the
west of the district, was coterminous and linked the area of predominantly small settlements in
the west of the district. Our proposed Curdworth division contained the wards of Curdworth and
Kingsbury. The high level of coterminosity in our proposals resulted in lower overall electoral
equality in this part of the district. Under our draft recommendations, the number of electors per
councillor in the Curdworth, Dordon, Grendon and Polesworth divisions would initially vary from
the county average by 8%, 19%, 8% and 12% respectively (forecast to become 9%, 14%, 5%,
13% by 2006).
81 In the east of North Warwickshire we adopted the County Council’s proposed Atherstone
and Hartshill divisions as they allowed for coterminous divisions in the north of the district and
divisions with reasonable electoral equality in the south of the district. Our proposed Atherstone
division was coterminous and covers the whole of Atherstone town. Our proposed Hartshill
division contained the whole of Atherstone South & Mancetter and Hartshill wards, in addition to
the proposed Ansley Common parish ward of Ansley parish. The number of electors per
councillor in our proposed divisions of Atherstone and Hartshill would have initially varied from
the county average by 12% and 2% respectively (forecast to become 4% and 3% by 2006).
82 In the south of the district, we diverged substantially from the County Council’s scheme to
achieve improved coterminosity throughout the district. Our proposed Fillongley division
contained Coleshill South district ward plus the parish of Arley, situated in Arley & Whitacre
ward, and the parishes of Astley, Corley, Fillongley, Great Packington, Little Packington and
Maxstoke, which are in Fillongley district ward. Our revised Water Orton division contains
Coleshill North and Water Orton wards together with the proposed parish ward of Ansley Village
from Ansley parish and the parishes of Over Whitacre and Shustoke, part of Arley & Whitacre
and Fillongley district wards respectively. We supported the County Council’s proposed parish
ward of Ansley Village & Ridge Lane, which we proposed naming ‘Ansley Village’. As the
County Council argued, it is a distinctly rural area which has similar characteristics to much of
our proposed Water Orton ward. The number of electors in our proposed divisions of Fillongley
and Water Orton would initially have varied from the county average by 5% and 14%
respectively (9% and 15% by 2006).
83 Overall, our proposals for North Warwickshire would have improved electoral equality
significantly, with the number of electors represented by each councillor varying by more than
10% from the county average in four divisions and no proposed division exceeding the county
average by more than 20% both initially and by 2006. Our recommendations would have
provided 62% coterminosity in this district, substantially higher than the County Council’s
scheme. We were therefore of the view that our proposals would provide a better balance
between our statutory criteria and coterminosity.
84 At Stage Three, we received 22 representations regarding North Warwickshire. The County
Council put forward alternatives to all but one of the divisions we proposed in our draft
recommendations. Its proposals are outlined in Table 5. It stated that our proposals ‘are not
acceptable … as they clearly do not affect community ties within the district’. It opposed our
proposed Curdworth division as it ‘splits Kingsbury parish along district ward lines, therefore
separating the villages of Hurley and Wood End from their natural neighbour Kingsbury’. It
stated that the town of Kingsbury and the villages of Hurley and Wood End share a number of
community services and they are connected by public transport. It proposed a Kingsbury
division which seeks to ‘reunite the wards that make up Kingsbury parish’. It opposed our
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proposal to split Coleshill parish between two divisions and stated that the two wards which
comprise Coleshill parish contain a closely-linked and cohesive community. It opposed our
proposed Water Orton division, stating that there is a substantial distance between Coleshill and
Water Orton, in the west, and Ansley village in the east. It claimed that ‘there is no common
identity or community of interest between these areas’. It stated that its proposed Coleshill
division includes surrounding rural parishes which look to Coleshill town as a centre for
community services. The County Council stated that its proposals in the south of the district do
not necessitate the warding of Ansley parish, as it proposed at Stage One. It stated that the
settlements of Ansley Common and Ansley Village have similar social characteristics and share
community services. It stated that its proposed an Arley division covers ‘similarly rural
communities [which] are well linked by road’.
Table 5: Warwickshire County Council’s Stage Three proposals for North Warwickshire

County Council
proposed division name

Number of
councillors

1

Arley

1

2
3

Atherstone
Baddesley

1
1

4

Coleshill

1

5
6
7

Hartshill
Kingsbury
Polesworth

1
1
1

8

Water Orton

1

Proposed constituent district wards
Arley & Whitacre ward; part of Fillongley ward (the parishes of
Astley, Corley and Fillongley)
Atherstone Central ward; Atherstone North ward
Baddesley & Grendon ward; Dordon ward; part of Newton Regis
& Warton ward (Warton parish ward of Polesworth parish)
Coleshill North ward; Coleshill South ward; part of Fillongley ward
(the parishes of Great Packington, Little Packington, Maxstoke
and Shustoke)
Atherstone South & Mancetter ward; Hartshill ward
Hurley & Wood End ward; Kingsbury ward
Polesworth East ward; Polesworth West ward; part of Newton
Regis & Warton ward (the parishes of Austrey, Newton Regis,
Seckington and Shuttington)
Curdworth ward; Water Orton ward

85 The County Council supported its proposed Atherstone division, which it put forward at
Stage One and which we adopted as part of our draft recommendations. It considered that such
a division would reflect ‘a strong community identity in this area’. It stated that its amended
Hartshill division, which no longer contains the proposed Ansley Common parish ward, ‘satisfies
the need to reflect community identities’. It proposed a Coleshill division which ‘keeps the two
town wards together and joins them with the parishes of Shustoke, Maxstoke, Little Packington
and Greater Packington, to which the town is closely linked’. It proposed an alternative Water
Orton division, combining wards that cover Curdworth and Water Orton towns, which ‘are two
closely related communities, which share the same outlook as villages on the edge of Sutton
Coldfield’. The County Council opposed our proposed Grendon division, stating it ‘is much too
large and has no focal area that might serve to link the villages in it’. It stated that its proposed
Baddesley division ‘fairly reflects community identities as the mining villages [contained in the
division] have similar interests and share community history’. It stated that the towns of
Baddesley, Dordon and Grendon ‘are a focus for the villages in the division’. It stated that
Warton parish ward of Polesworth parish is ‘a rural village, which has more in common with the
other villages in Baddesley [&] Grendon than with Polesworth’. It stated that the A5 road
provides a link between settlements in the proposed division. It stated that its proposed
Polesworth division covers the whole of Polesworth town whose residents ‘are keen for it not be
split’. It stated that the villages of Austrey, Newton Regis, Seckington and Shuttington, included
in this proposed division, ‘are linked to Polesworth by roads and the town forms the community
centre for this rural area on the edge of Tamworth’.
86 The County Council’s proposals would provide 50% coterminosity across the district. The
number of electors in its proposed Arley, Atherstone, Baddesley and Coleshill divisions would
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vary initially from the county average by 4%, 12%, 4% and 8% respectively (2%, 4%, 7% and
6% by 2006). The number of electors in its proposed Hartshill, Kingsbury, Polesworth and Water
Orton divisions would vary initially from the county average by 10%, 9%, 14% and 13% (9%,
5%, 14% and 13% by 2006).
87 The Conservative Group supported all of our proposed divisions in North Warwickshire,
although it suggested some proposed divisions be renamed. It concluded that ‘the case made
[for our proposed divisions in North Warwickshire] is very strong, on the basis of the three key
criteria of electoral equality, co-terminosity and community arguments’. In support of our
proposed Curdworth division, it stated that ‘the villages of Curdworth, Middleton and Wishaw are
part of the former market town of Kingsbury and have good road links’. It stated that the wards
of Dordon and Hurley & Wood End, which are contained in our proposed Dordon division, ‘fit
together well, particularly as they have good road links’. In support of our proposed Fillongley
division, it stated that there are good road links between the division’s component parishes. It
stated that our proposed Grendon division ‘seems an acceptable way of keeping together a
number of very rural communities that sit either side of the A5, and will thus share a wide range
of similar local interests and concerns’. It supported the proposal to ward Ansley parish and
place the settlement of Ansley Common in our proposed Hartshill division. It stated that ‘there is
logical connection between the village of Ansley Common and Hartshill ward, as they are two
urban areas that sit naturally together’. In support of our proposed Water Orton division, it stated
that Water Orton ward and the parishes of Over Whitacre and Shustoke ‘are part of Coleshill’s
traditional market hinterland’. It stated that, despite Ansley village having ‘less immediate
connections with Coleshill’, the two areas are linked by the B4114.
88 Kingsbury Branch of the North Warwickshire Constituency Labour Party opposed our
proposal to split Kingsbury parish between two divisions, Curdworth and Dordon. It stated that
‘there is a strong sense of identity within the parish, and many social and community links’
between the four main villages in the parish. It stated that community services such as a
comprehensive school, a medical practise and dental services are shared between the
settlements of the parish. It stated that public transport links the villages in Kingsbury parish.
Kingsbury Parish Council expressed opposition to our proposed Curdworth and Dordon
divisions as they would result in splitting Kingsbury parish between divisions. It also opposed
our proposed Curdworth division as it ‘would create an area divided by the M42 motorway and
the new M6 motorway toll road’. It stated that ‘Kingsbury has little in common with Curdworth’
and argued that our proposed Curdworth division should have included the name ‘Kingsbury’
because the town of Kingsbury has a substantially higher population than that of the town of
Curdworth. It stated that ‘there are strong historical links between Kingsbury, Wood End and
Hurley … derived through mining links’ and there are a number of community services linking
the three villages. It expressed opposition to our proposed Dordon division, stating that
settlements of Piccadilly, Whateley and Wood End, in Hurley & Wood End ward, are separated
from Dordon by a large area of fields and by ‘the busy A5 trunk road’. It suggested ‘that no
changes should be made to the existing arrangements’ as ‘Kingsbury, Hurley, Wood End,
Whateley and Piccadilly already form a unified County Division’.
89 Atherstone Town Council proposed that the town of Atherstone ‘remains intact as a county
seat’. It opposed our proposed Atherstone and Hartshill divisions as Atherstone South parish
ward of Atherstone parish is to be included in our proposed Hartshill division. It stated that ‘there
is no mutual identification’ between the town of Atherstone and the settlements we include in
our proposed Hartshill division. It stated that a division covering the entire town of Atherstone
would ‘provide coterminosity with the whole of the parish boundary’ and electoral equality would
remain acceptable. Apologise for ‘Atherstone division covering whole town’ statement.
Atherstone Civic Society opposed our proposed Hartshill division as it would involve combining
part of the ‘small and compact market town’ of Atherstone, with settlements to its south which
have traditionally been associated with mining. It stated that there is no ‘logical connection
between Atherstone South, Arley and Ansley Common’. It stated that Atherstone town ought to
be covered by ‘its own dedicated County Councillor’. A resident of Atherstone South parish ward
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stated that our proposal to ‘split the town’ would have a detrimental effect ‘on the ability of my
representative to be able to represent me effectively’. She stated that the role of her county
councillor may be diminished as the councillor would only represent part of ‘a town [he/she] may
not have any real connection with’. A resident of Atherstone opposed our proposed Hartshill
division, stating that ‘Atherstone South and Mancetter are contiguous geographically as well as
culturally’ and that residents of each of those towns ‘gravitate in different directions for economic
and social purposes from Hartshill and Arley’. He stated that we ought to consider the ‘inclusion
of the latter two towns with adjacent areas within the present Nuneaton & Bedworth boundaries’.
90 Ansley Parish Council opposed our proposal to ward its parish. It stated that the villages
which are covered by the parish have substantial historical and community links: ‘all are former
mining communities’, they share the same shopping facilities and primary school and the St
Lawrence Church ‘provides a religious base for the whole of the parish’. It opposed our proposal
to place the proposed Ansley Village parish ward in a division with Water Orton ward, stating
that ‘there is no common identity or community interest between these two areas’. It also stated
that ‘the very different economic and cultural issues affecting Water Orton in its position at the
edge of the Birmingham conurbation would dominate the division’.
91 Coleshill Town Council stated that its ‘preferred option’ is for a Coleshill division comprising
Coleshill North and Coleshill South wards and the parishes of Great Packington, Little
Packington and Maxstoke, contained in Fillongley ward. Coleshill & District Civil Society
requested that ‘the electoral boundaries remain as they are for Coleshill’, stating that the town
‘is the centre of communications for this part of the county’ and is a centre for community
services. However, it would accept a division combining the area covering Coleshill town and
the ‘surrounding villages of Shustoke, Maxstoke, Over and Nether Whitacre and Great and Little
Packington’, for which the town of Coleshill is a centre. A resident of Coleshill proposed ‘to
merge the parishes of Coleshill … Maxstoke, Shustoke and the Packingtons’ because the
residents of those parishes share shopping facilities, schools and other community services.
92 Having carefully considered the representations received at Stage Three regarding this
district, we intend to move away from our draft recommendations and adopt the County
Council’s Stage Three proposals in their entirety. Despite the support for our proposed divisions
from the Conservative Group, we consider the County Council’s proposals provide a substantial
improvement on our draft recommendations, in light of the community identity argument
received at Stage Three. Additionally, the County Council’s proposals provide better electoral
equality than our draft recommendations. Under its proposals, the number of electors would
vary by more the 10% from the county average in only two divisions by 2006, the highest
variance being 14%. Under our draft recommendations, the number of electors would vary by
more the 10% from the county average in three divisions by 2006, with the highest variance
being 15%. We note that the level of coterminosity across the district under the County
Council’s proposals, at 50%, is lower than would be provided under our draft recommendations.
However, given the satisfactory community argumentation received at Stage Three and the high
level of coterminosity across the remaining districts, we consider a level of 50% in North
Warwickshire to be acceptable. We acknowledge the substantial opposition to some of our
proposed divisions put forward in our draft recommendations. However, we put forward
proposals which attempted to achieve a high level of coterminosity and acceptable electoral
equality, having received little in the way of community identity argument at Stage One.
93 In the west of the district, we noted the opposition to our proposal to split Kingsbury parish
between two divisions. Following our receipt of substantial community identity argumentation
regarding this issue, we are adopting the County Council’s proposed Kingsbury division. We
have been persuaded by the County Council and other respondents that the community links
across Kingsbury parish are substantial and the parish ought to be covered by a single division
only. We accept the Conservative Group’s argument that the settlements of Curdworth,
Middleton and Wishaw, each contained in Curdworth ward, are linked to the town of Kingsbury,
despite these settlements being on the other side of the M42 from Kingsbury town. However,
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following the receipt of community identity argumentation from a number of respondents, we
were convinced that the community links between Kingsbury town and settlements broadly to its
east and north-east to be more substantial than with those to its west and south-west.
Additionally, we note that the County Council’s proposed Kingsbury division is coterminous and
has good electoral equality. The number of electors in this proposed division is expected to vary
by 5% from the county average by 2006. We note the Conservative Group’s support for our
proposed Dordon division and we accept its claim that its component wards ‘have good road
links’. We also accept the Kingsbury Labour Party’s statement that the distance between the
main settlements covered by Hurley & Wood End ward and the town of Dordon are substantial,
although we do not consider the A5 to be a significant barrier. We are therefore adopting
the County Council’s proposed Kingsbury division containing Hurley & Wood End and
Kingsbury wards.
94 In the south-west of the district, we have been persuaded to adopt the County Council’s
proposed Coleshill division. We note the substantial community identity argumentation opposing
our proposal to place Coleshill North and Coleshill South wards, which cover Coleshill parish, in
separate divisions. We accept the arguments put forward by the County Council and other
respondents that the area covered by Coleshill parish forms a distinct and well-linked
community and should be placed in a single division. We also accept the argument that the
distance between the parishes of Coleshill and Ansley, parts of which we proposed to include in
a Water Orton division, is substantial and that the two communities covered by the respective
parishes have few shared community interests. We note the support for our proposed Water
Orton division from the Conservative Group, which stated the road links between the two areas
are adequate, although we also note its admission that Ansley village has ‘less immediate
connections with Coleshill’. We note that Coleshill Town Council and Coleshill & District Civil
Society preferred a division covering Coleshill town only. However, such a division would have
poor electoral equality with the number of electors in such a division forecast to vary by 18%
from the county average by 2006. Although we are proposing divisions in the county which have
similarly high electoral variances, we are not proposing a coterminous division to cover Coleshill
town. We accept the substantial community identity arguments we received at Stage Three
which state that the villages and parishes to the east and south of Coleshill town look to
Coleshill as an important centre for commercial and community services. We consider the
County Council’s proposed Coleshill division, which includes Coleshill parish and the
surrounding parishes of Great Packington, Little Packington, Maxstoke and Shustoke, to best
reflect the community interests outlined in representations we received at Stage Three.
Additionally, the settlements covered by this division are adequately linked and the division has
good electoral equality, as the number of electors would vary by 6% from the county average
by 2006.
95 We considered the alternative proposal put forward by Coleshill Town Council for a division
combining the parishes of Coleshill, Great Packington, Little Packington and Maxstoke only.
However, we consider that Shustoke parish ought to be included in a Coleshill division, as
proposed by the County Council, as the parish is well-linked to Coleshill town and its inclusion in
a Coleshill division would facilitate coterminosity in the area to the north of this division. We also
considered the alternative proposal put forward by the Coleshill & District Civil Society for a
division containing the ‘surrounding villages of Shustoke, Maxstoke, Over and Nether Whitacre
and Great and Little Packington’. As the town of Nether Whitacre is contained in Curdworth
ward, this proposed division would result in non-coterminosity in the area to the north of
Coleshill town. We also considered the inclusion of the town of Over Whitacre in a division
containing Coleshill town. However, we considered the town shares more affinity with the town
of Arley, both settlements being in Arley & Whitacre ward. Having considered the alternative
proposals put forward at Stage Three, we are adopting the County Council’s proposed Coleshill
division as we consider it to provide the best balance between the statutory criteria.
96 In the east of the district, we noted the proposal of Atherstone Town Council to include
Atherstone South parish ward of Atherstone parish in a division covering the entire area of
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Atherstone town. We accept the arguments put forward at Stage Three that such a division
would be ideal in terms of community identity. However, a division containing Atherstone
Central and Atherstone North wards and Atherstone South parish ward would result in both of
our proposed Atherstone and Hartshill divisions becoming non-coterminous. Additionally, such a
proposal would result in significantly poorer electoral equality with the electors in the amended
Hartshill division being over-represented by 24% by 2006. Although we are proposing a division
in Warwick with a similar variance, we consider a division which has both a very high variance
and is non-coterminous to be unjustified.
97 Following the submissions received at Stage Three, we have been persuaded to move away
from the proposal to ward Ansley parish, as outlined in our draft recommendations. We noted
the County Council’s and Ansley Parish Council’s arguments that the areas covered by our
proposed Ansley Common and Ansley Village parish wards have similar community identities
interests. Due to the revision of our proposals in the remainder of the district, we no longer
require the warding of Ansley parish to improve electoral equality.
98 In the remainder of the district, we were convinced to move away from our draft
recommendations. We are adopting the County Council’s proposed Water Orton division as it is
coterminous, it combines wards which are adequately linked and it facilitates our amended
Coleshill and Kingsbury divisions, both of which were supported by substantial community
identity argumentation. We note that the electors in this division would be under-represented by
13% by 2006. However, we consider this variance to be acceptable given the constraint of the
division’s component wards being at the edge of the district and between the proposed divisions
of Coleshill and Kingsbury. In the south of the district, we are adopting the County Council’s
proposed Arley division as it combines the well-linked small settlements in the south of the town.
This proposed division does not require the warding of Ansley parish, thereby facilitating
coterminosity in the proposed Hartshill division. It also facilitates coterminosity in the proposed
Curdworth division. It provides good electoral equality with the number of electors varying from
the county average by only 2% by 2006.
99 In the north of the district, we are adopting the County Council’s Polesworth division. We
note that the division would be non-coterminous. However, we are constrained by the edge of
the district to the north and our proposals in the remainder of the district, for which we have
received substantial community identity argument. We note that the division includes the wards
of Polesworth East and Polesworth West, which together cover Polesworth town. We also note
that the level of electoral equality provided by this proposed division is relatively poor, with the
electors in the division forecast to be under-represented by 14% by 2006. However, we note
that a coterminous division just combining Polesworth East and Polesworth West wards would
provide only a small gain in electoral equality. The electors in such a division would be overrepresented by 13% by 2006. Additionally, we accept the inclusion of the parishes of Austrey,
Newton Regis, Seckington and Shuttington in a Polesworth division. We accept the County
Council’s argument that the main settlements contained in these parishes are well-linked to the
town of Polesworth and look towards it as their ‘community centre’. We note that this division is
not coterminous as it does not contain the Warton parish ward of Polesworth parish. However,
the inclusion of this parish ward in the Polesworth division would result in the electors in the
division being under-represented by 38% by 2006.
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We also propose adopting the County Council’s proposed Baddesley division. We note
the support for Grendon division as proposed in our draft recommendations from the
Conservative Group. However, given the proposals we have adopted in the remainder of the
district, we are moving away from our draft recommendations in the area surrounding
Polesworth town. Although we have not been persuaded by the community identity arguments
put forward by the County Council in favour of its Baddesley division, we are adopting the
division due to our adoption of the County Council’s proposed Kingsbury and Polesworth
divisions which we adopted on the basis of substantial community identity argumentation. We
accept that the town of Dordon and the settlements covered by Baddesley & Grendon ward are
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well linked. We note that the village of Warton is more closely connected to the town of
Polesworth than with the settlements included in Baddesley and Grendon. However, there is a
road link between Warton village and the substantial towns of Baddesley Ensor, Grendon and
Grendon Common. For reasons of electoral equality in the proposed Polesworth division, stated
above, we propose placing Warton parish ward of Polesworth parish in a division with the wards
of Baddesley & Grendon and Dordon.
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Under our final recommendations, the levels of electoral equality in North Warwickshire
would be identical to those provided by the County Council at Stage Three. Our final
recommendations are illustrated on the large map at the back of this report.

Nuneaton & Bedworth borough
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Under the current arrangements Nuneaton & Bedworth is represented by 15 county
councillors serving 15 single-member divisions; Bedworth Bulkington, Bedworth Exhall,
Bedworth Heath, Bedworth Mount Pleasant, Bedworth Poplar, Nuneaton Abbey, Nuneaton
Arbury, Nuneaton Attleborough, Nuneaton Camp Hill, Nuneaton Chilvers Coton, Nuneaton
Galley Common, Nuneaton St Nicolas, Nuneaton Stockingford, Nuneaton Weddington and
Nuneaton Whitestone. Under the current arrangements, the number of electors represented by
each councillor varies by more than 10% from the county average in seven divisions and by
more than 20% from the average in three divisions. This level of electoral equality is forecast to
improve slightly by 2006 with the number of electors represented by each councillor varying by
more than 10% from the county average in seven divisions and by more than 20% from the
average in one division. The highest electoral imbalance is in Nuneaton Chilvers Coton division
which is currently over-represented by 25% (19% by 2006).
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Under the County Council’s proposals put forward at Stage One, detailed in Table 6, 14
councillors would represent 14 single-member divisions, nine to be allocated to the Nuneaton
area and five to the Bedworth and Bulkington area. Under these proposals, electoral equality
would improve with the number of electors represented by each councillor varying by more than
10% of the county average in two of the divisions but none by more than 20%. This is forecast
to improve by 2006, with the number of electors represented by each councillor varying by more
than 10% from the county average in none of the divisions. The County Council’s scheme would
provide no coterminosity between county divisions and district wards in this district.
Table 6: Warwickshire County Council Stage One proposals for Nuneaton & Bedworth

County Council’s
proposed division name

Number of
councillors

1

Bedworth East

1

2

Bedworth North

1

3

Bedworth South

1

4
5

Bedworth West
Bulkington

1
1

6

Nuneaton Abbey

1

Proposed constituent district wards
Part of Bede ward (all excluding the area centred on Croft Pool,
Delamere Road and Derwent Road); part of Poplar ward (north of the
path linking Coventry Road and Bedworth Hill Bridge); part of Slough
ward (the rural area west of the Tamworth-Northampton railway line)
Part of Heath ward (bordered by Smorrall Lane, Dark Lane, Potters
Road, Kathleen Avenue and Bellairs Avenue); the remainder of
Slough ward
The remainder of Bede ward; part of Exhall ward (east of the A444
road), part of Heath ward (east of Bowling Green Lane and Heath
Road); the remainder of Poplar ward
The remainder of Exhall; the remainder of Heath ward
Bulkington ward; part of Attleborough ward (the area bordered by the
railway line in the west and in the north by the houses on the northern
side of Magyar Crescent)
Abbey ward; part of Bar Pool ward (south-east of Croft Road)
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County Council’s
proposed division name

Number of
councillors

7

Nuneaton Arbury

1

8

Nuneaton Camp Hill

1

9

Nuneaton Galley
Common
Nuneaton St Nicolas

1

Nuneaton
Stockingford
Nuneaton
Weddington
Nuneaton Wem
Brook

1

Nuneaton
Whitestone

1

10

11
12
13

14

1

1
1

Proposed constituent district wards
Part of Arbury ward (north-east of The Raywoods, Heath End Road
and the south-western boundary of the hospital); part of Kingswood
ward (the west of Church Road)
Part of Bar Pool ward (north of Haunchwood Road and Tomkinson
Road); part of Camp Hill ward (all excluding the residential area to the
west of Bucks Hill and centred on Kingfisher Avenue, Mallard Avenue
and Trafford Drive)
Galley Common ward; the remainder of Camp Hill ward
Part of St Nicolas ward (all excluding the houses on the eastern side of
Higham Lane, the residential area centred on Ferndale Close and
Clunes Avenue, and the houses on the southern side of St Nicolas
Park Drive); part of Whitestone ward (the Attleborough Fields Industrial
Estate and the housing estate centred on Crowhill Road)
The remainder of Arbury ward; the remainder of Bar Pool ward; the
remainder of Kingswood ward
Weddington ward; the remainder of St Nicolas ward
Wem Brook ward; part of Attleborough ward (includes Gadsby Street
and the area broadly north of Pingle Court, Trinity Walk and
Park Avenue)
The remainder of Attleborough ward; the remainder of Whitestone ward
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In the west of Nuneaton, the number of electors per councillor in the County Council’s
proposed divisions of Nuneaton Abbey, Nuneaton Arbury, Nuneaton Camp Hill, Nuneaton
Galley Common and Nuneaton Stockingford would initially vary from the county average by 1%,
2%, 5%, 7% and 1% respectively (1%, 3%, 4%, 7% and 6% by 2006). In the east of Nuneaton,
the number of electors per councillor in the proposed divisions of Nuneaton St Nicolas,
Nuneaton Weddington, Nuneaton Wem Brook and Nuneaton Whitestone would initially vary
from the county average by 10%, less than 1%, 8%, and 12% respectively (3%, 7%, 1% and 5%
by 2006). In the south of the district, the number of electors per councillor in the proposed
divisions of Bedworth East, Bedworth North, Bedworth South, Bedworth West and Bulkington
would initially vary from the county average by 7%, 3%, 12%, 7% and be less than 1% the
average respectively (2%, 1%, 9%, 2% and 8% by 2006).
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The Liberal Democrats supported the County Council’s proposals as they do ‘not feel
sufficiently aware of local issues to make objective and effective proposals in these areas’.
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The Heart of England Society Co-operative Party put forward a scheme for this district
only, as described in Table 7, in which it proposed allocating 14 councillors each representing
single-member divisions. Nine councillors would be allocated to the Nuneaton area and five to
the Bedworth and Bulkington area. Under these proposals, electoral equality would improve with
the number of electors represented by each councillor varying by more than 10% in none of the
proposed divisions by 2006. The Heart of England Society Co-operative Party’s scheme would
provide for no coterminosity between county division and district wards.
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The Heart of England Society Co-operative Party provided electorate figures for its
proposed divisions for 2006 only. In the west of Nuneaton, the number of electors in its
proposed divisions of Galley Common, Nuneaton Central, Nuneaton North, Nuneaton West and
Stockingford would, by 2006, vary from the county average by 7%, 2%, 4%, 3% and 3%
respectively. In the east of Nuneaton, the number of electors in its proposed divisions of
Attleborough, Nuneaton East, Nuneaton South and Weddington would, by 2006, vary from the
county average by 5%, 3%, 3% and 1% respectively. In the south of the district, the number of
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electors in its proposed divisions of Bedworth Bulkington, Bedworth East, Bedworth North,
Bedworth South and Bedworth West would, by 2006, vary from the county average by 6%, less
than 1%, 2%, 3% and 2% respectively.
Table 7: Heart of England Society Co-operative Party’s Stage One proposals for Nuneaton & Bedworth
Proposed division name

Number of
councillors

1

Attleborough

1

2

Bedworth Bulkington

1

3
4

Bedworth East
Bedworth North

1
1

5

Bedworth South

1

6
7

Bedworth West
Galley Common

1
1

8

Nuneaton Central

1

9

Nuneaton East

1

10

Nuneaton North

1

11

Nuneaton South

1

12

Nuneaton West

1

13

Stockingford

1

14

Weddington

1

Proposed constituent district wards
Part of Attleborough ward (west of the Tamworth-Northampton
railway line and south of Abbotsford Road and the area east of
the Tamworth-Northampton railway line); part of Wem Brook
ward (east of the Wem Brook river); part of Whitestone ward (all
excluding the Attleborough Fields Industrial Estate and the
housing estate centred on Crowhill Road)
Bulkington ward; part of Bede ward (north of Marston Lane and
east of Regent Street)
Heath ward; part of Slough ward (west of the A444 road)
Part of Slough ward (all except the area west of the A444 road);
part of Bede ward (south of Newton Road)
The remainder of Bede ward; part of Poplar ward (all excluding
the residential area centred on Black Horse Road)
Exhall ward; the remainder of Poplar ward
Galley Common ward; part of Camp Hill ward (the residential
area to the west of Bucks Hill and centred on Kingfisher
Avenue, Mallard Avenue and Trafford Drive)
Part of Abbey ward (all except the far south-east section broadly
between the A444 road and the ward boundary); part of Wem
Brook ward (north of Fitton Street and Riversley Road)
The remainder of Abbey ward; part of St Nicolas ward (all
except the residential area centred on Ambleside Way,
Windermere Avenue and Ullswater Avenue); the remainder of
Whitestone ward
The remainder of Camp Hill ward; part of Bar Pool ward (north
of Haunchwood Road and Tomkinson Road)
The remainder of Attleborough ward; the remainder of Wem
Brook ward
Part of Arbury ward (all excluding the area broadly north of The
Raywoods, Heath End Road and the south-western boundary of
the hospital); part of Kingswood ward (west of Church Road).
The remainder of Arbury ward; the remainder of Bar Pool ward;
the remainder of Kingswood ward
Weddington ward; the remainder of St Nicolas ward
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We carefully considered all the representations received relating to Nuneaton &
Bedworth. We noted that the County Council and the Heart of England Society Co-operative
Party put forward proposals allocating 14 councillors to Nuneaton & Bedworth. By 2006, under a
council size of 62, 14 councillors is the correct allocation. We therefore proposed 14 councillors
to be returned from Nuneaton & Bedworth under our draft recommendations. We noted that the
County Council’s and Heart of England Society Co-operative Party’s proposals provide good
levels of electoral equality. However, as they provided no coterminosity, we investigated a
number of alternative division patterns. As a result, we adopted the County Council’s proposed
single-member divisions of Bulkington, Nuneaton Wem Brook and Nuneaton Whitestone, as
described in Table 6, in combination with nine alternative single-member divisions and a single
two-member division. Our proposals would have significantly improved coterminosity throughout
the district while achieving acceptable levels of electoral equality.
109
In the north and west of the Nuneaton area, we proposed revised Nuneaton Abbey,
Nuneaton Camp Hill, Nuneaton Galley Common and Nuneaton Weddington divisions, each
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using the boundaries of Abbey, Camp Hill, Galley Common and Weddington district wards
respectively. We also proposed a revised Nuneaton Arbury division that contained the wards of
Arbury, Bar Pool and Kingswood and is to be represented by two councillors. We proposed a
two-member Nuneaton Arbury division as we were unable to identify single-member divisions in
the area which would provide both coterminosity and reasonable electoral equality. The number
of electors per councillor in the proposed divisions of Nuneaton Abbey, Nuneaton Arbury,
Nuneaton Camp Hill, Nuneaton Galley Common and Nuneaton Weddington would initially vary
from the county average by 10%, 18%, 16%, 12% and 7% respectively (9%, 15%, 16%, 11%
and 14% by 2006).
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In the east of the district, we adopted the County Council’s Bulkington, Nuneaton
Whitestone and Nuneaton Wem Brook divisions. We adopted the County Council’s proposed
Bulkington division, comprising Bulkington ward and part of Attleborough ward. We adopted the
County Council’s proposed Nuneaton Wem Brook division and the County Council’s proposed
Nuneaton Whitestone division. We also adopted the County Council’s proposed Nuneaton St
Nicolas division with one modification. We proposed that the northern boundary of the division
follows the boundary between Weddington and St Nicolas district wards in its entirety. Our
proposed Nuneaton St Nicolas division comprises St Nicolas ward and part of Whitestone ward.
The number of electors per councillor in the proposed divisions of Bulkington, Nuneaton St
Nicolas, Nuneaton Wem Brook and Nuneaton Whitestone would initially vary from the county
average by less than 1%, 17%, 8% and 12% respectively (8%, 9%, 1% and 5% by 2006).
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In the Bedworth area, we proposed four new single-member divisions, one of which was
coterminous. We proposed our own divisions in this area in order to improve coterminosity and
also to improve identification of division boundaries which were based on polling districts and
not easily identifiable. In the east of the town we proposed a coterminous Poplar division, which
consisted of Poplar ward. We proposed a Bede division, which contained the whole of Bede
ward and the part of Exhall ward to the east of the A444 road. Our proposed Bedworth West
division comprised the remainder of Exhall ward and the part of Heath ward that is broadly
south of Smorrall Lane, Dark Lane, Potters Road, Kathleen Avenue and Bellairs Avenue. Our
proposed Bedworth North division comprises Slough ward and the remainder of Heath ward.
The number of electors per councillor in the proposed divisions of Bede, Bedworth North,
Bedworth West and Poplar would initially vary from the county average by 21%, 2%, 21% and
16% respectively (13%, less than 1%, 15% and 15% by 2006).
112
Overall, our proposals for Nuneaton & Bedworth outlined in our draft recommendations
would improve electoral equality significantly with the number of electors represented by each
councillor varying by no more than 10% from the county average in eight divisions and by more
than 20% in two divisions. This would show improvement by 2006 with the number of electors
represented by each councillor varying by more than 10% from the county average in seven
divisions and no proposed division exceeding the county average by more than 20%. Our draft
recommendations would provide for 46% coterminosity in this district.
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At Stage Three, we received six submissions regarding Nuneaton & Bedworth. The
County Council put forward alternatives to two of our proposed divisions, one in Nuneaton town
and one in Bedworth town. It opposed our two-member Nuneaton Arbury division, stating that it
does not consider such a division ‘adequately takes account of community identities’ and the
division ‘simply draws a line around three separate wards, thus combining several distinct and
diverse communities to create a massive unidentifiable area’. It stated that the demographic
size of this proposed division and the ‘massive social and cultural differences between the
people’ residing in the different component wards of the proposed division would result in higher
councillor workload, which ‘would result in poorer service’ to electors. It stated that its proposals
place ‘more importance on retaining community characteristics and natural boundaries than on
achieving coterminosity with what are perceived [by the public] to be flawed borough wards’. Its
alternative proposal to our Nuneaton Arbury division is to split this division, thereby creating two
non-coterminous single-member Arbury and Stockingford divisions. Its proposed Arbury division
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would contain Arbury ward, excluding the properties on Seeswood Close and the southern side
of Arbury Road. It would also contain part of Bar Pool ward broadly south of Haunchwood Road
and Tomkinson Road, excluding the properties on the eastern side of Westbury Road and
excluding the properties centred on Cambridge Drive. Its proposed Stockingford division
comprises Kingswood ward and the remainder of Arbury and Bar Pool wards. It stated that its
proposed Stockingford division would broadly cover ‘the area that has been known as
Stockingford for hundreds of years’ and claimed that its housing stock has generally different
characteristics from that contained in its proposed Arbury division. It claimed that residents
either side of the Croft Road boundary between Arbury and Bar Pool wards, which are
contained in its proposed Arbury division, ‘retain a strong sense of community’.
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In the town of Bedworth, the County Council proposed altering the boundaries of our
proposed Bedworth North division. It proposed to transfer ‘Old Collycroft’, the urban area
broadly east of Coventry Road, west of the railway line and to the north of Marston Lane, which
is part of Bede ward, into a Bedworth North division. It stated that this amendment would link the
‘two established Bedworth communities’ of Old Collycroft and New Collycroft. It stated that
residents from both of these areas attend the same primary schools and churches and share
other commercial and community services. The County Council acknowledged that this
amendment would result in the division no longer being coterminous in the north-east of the
division. The County Council justified this move away from coterminosity on the basis that our
proposed Bedworth North and its adjacent divisions are already non-coterminous. Additionally, it
proposed amending the southern boundary of our proposed Bedworth North division, west of
Heath Road, to run completely along Smorrall Lane. It claimed that our proposal ‘to take the
boundary around the sports ground and down the middle of Dark Lane is unnecessary and
would lead to confusion among the electors in the locality’. It stated that Smorrall Lane ‘forms a
more natural boundary and would not separate very close-knit communities’.
115
The County Council’s proposals put forward at Stage Three would provide 36%
coterminosity. Its proposed Arbury, Bedworth North, Bedworth West and Stockingford divisions
would vary from the county average by 17%, 4%, 19% and 14% respectively by 2006.
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Tryan Road Residents Association opposed our two-member Arbury division, stating
that the proposed division covers a ‘huge area’. It stated that it took ‘great offence at this
proposal’ as Arbury is the only two-member division which we proposed in Nuneaton &
Bedworth and it considers such a division ‘undermines … democratic representation’. It also
opposed our proposal ‘to remove the name of Stockingford’. It stated that it was willing to
consider a Stockingford division combining Kingswood ward and the ‘Stockingford parts’ of Bar
Pool ward which would ‘retain a clear identity within the community’. Councillor Barry Longden
opposed our proposed two-member Arbury division. He opposed the name of the division,
which does not acknowledge that ‘Stockingford is one of the oldest names in the Borough’ and
stated that it is a ‘community that has deep roots’. He claimed that ‘there is no affinity between
Stockingford and Arbury … even though they may be divided by a street’. He claimed that we
proposed our Arbury division solely on the basis of the achievement of coterminosity while
ignoring the ‘community interests, community identity, and existing boundaries’. He stated that
‘the argument presented by the Boundary Committee, could have easily been used for the [the
boundaries of] Galley Common/Camp Hill, Nuneaton St Nicolas/Nuneaton Weddington,
Nuneaton Wem Brook/Nuneaton Whitestone, but it has not applied’ in the case of our proposed
Arbury division. He submitted a petition with 162 signatures, on which the signatories agreed
with the statement that the Boundary Committee are ‘in breach of their own guidelines’ as we
’failed to undertake any consultation whatsoever on their draft proposals, and have failed to
commission any background information on local heritage matters to assist their own
deliberations’. The petition objected ‘to the removal of the name Stockingford from the Electoral
Register for Nuneaton’ and it stated that the ‘the imposition of one two-member [division] in the
whole of Nuneaton and Bedworth District is unfair, is outside the original Stage One criteria, and
undermines our right to electoral equality’. Councillor Longden supported the County Council’s
proposed Arbury and Stockingford divisions, stating that the County Council’s proposed
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Stockingford division ‘retains community identity and community interests’ and the boundary
respects the ‘natural boundary for Stockingford’, which is ‘the railway bridge, where
Haunchbrook Road and Whittlefield Road meet’. He stated that the County Council’s proposed
Arbury division ‘retains community identity, and community interests’. Councillor Longden
claimed that the County Council’s proposed Arbury and Stockingford divisions received the
unanimous support of the County Council and the Nuneaton & Bedworth Borough Council.
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Having carefully considered the representations received at Stage Three regarding this
district, we intend to confirm our draft recommendations as final, with the exception of a name
change. We considered the community identity argument put forward in favour of the splitting of
our proposed two-member Nuneaton Arbury division to be insufficient to warrant a change to
our draft recommendations. We did, however, consider a name change for this proposed
division was warranted on the basis of community identity argument put forward at Stage Three.
We do not consider the argumentation put forward in favour of an amendment to our proposed
Bedworth North division to be adequate for us to move away from our draft recommendations in
that area.
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We note the opposition to our proposed two-member Nuneaton Arbury division. We note
the claims of the County Council and Councillor Longden that we proposed this division on the
basis of coterminosity and not on the basis of community interests or identity. However, little
community identity argumentation was received at Stage One to assist us in proposing divisions
in Nuneaton & Bedworth. As stated in our draft recommendations, we proposed our Nuneaton
Arbury division to contain what we considered to be communities which are well-linked and
likely sharing identities and interests. We note the claim that our proposal for a two-member
division in the south-eastern part of Nuneaton to be inconsistent with our proposals in the
remainder of the town. In the cases of our proposed Nuneaton Camp Hill, Nuneaton Galley
Common and Nuneaton Weddington divisions, we were able to identify single-member divisions
which combined coterminosity with reasonable electoral equality. In the remainder of Nuneaton,
the number of electors contained in the wards by 2006 precluded both single- and two-member
coterminous divisions with acceptable levels of electoral equality, given a councillor:elector ratio
of 6,536 and the allocation of councillors to the district. However, in the case of the area
covered by Arbury, Bar Pool and Kingsbury wards, a combination of these wards in a twomember division provides adequate electoral equality. We note the County Council’s proposals
for the splitting of our proposed Arbury division and its alternative divisions to cover the area.
We considered that the boundary between its Arbury and Stockingford divisions, proposed at
Stage Three, was arbitrary in many sections and had little regard to ward boundaries. We
considered that the community identity argumentation in favour of these proposals to be
insufficient to warrant the adoption of these proposed boundaries. We did, however, note that
Stockingford represents a significant area of our proposed Arbury division and we have been
convinced by the argumentation received that it ought to be recognised in a division name.
Consequently, we propose our Nuneaton Arbury division be renamed Stockingford & Arbury.
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In Bedworth, we note the County Council’s proposal to amend our proposed Bedworth
North division in order to place the areas of Old and New Collycroft under one division. We
accept the argument that these parts of Collycroft share community services and that each part
identifies with the other. However, we do not consider that a movement away from coterminosity
in this part of the borough is warranted. Although the proposed Bedworth North division overall
is non-coterminous, we attempt to run division boundaries along district ward boundaries as
much as possible. We consider that coterminosity is conducive to effective and convenient local
government. We noted the proposal to transfer the whole of the southern boundary of our
proposed Bedworth North division to run completely along Smorrall Lane, east of the
intersection with Heath Road. The transfer of electors would result in electors in an amended
non-coterminous Bedworth West division being under-represented by 19% by 2006. We could
accept such a high variance on the basis of satisfactory community identity argumentation.
However, we consider the County Council’s community identity argumentation to be insufficient
to justify a move away from our draft recommendations in this area.
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Under our final recommendations, the levels of electoral equality in Nuneaton &
Bedworth would be identical to those outlined in our draft recommendations. Our final
recommendations are illustrated on the large map, Map 1 and Map 2 at the back of this report.

Rugby borough
121
Under the current arrangements, Rugby is represented by 11 county councillors
representing 11 single-member divisions: Dunchurch, Earl Craven, Fosse, Rugby Bilton, Rugby
Caldecott, Rugby Central, Rugby Eastlands, Rugby Hillmorton, Rugby North, Rugby Overslade
and Rugby West. Currently, the number of electors represented by each councillor varies by
more than 10% from the county average in four divisions and by more than 20% from the
average in one division. The level of electoral imbalance is forecast to worsen by 2006 with the
number of electors represented by each councillor forecast to vary by more than 10% from the
county average in nine divisions and by more than 20% from the average in four divisions. The
highest electoral imbalance is in the Rugby North division which is currently under represented
by 35% (24% by 2006).
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Under the County Council’s proposals submitted at Stage One, as described in Table 8,
the number of councillors representing Rugby would be 11, which is the same as the current
arrangements. The County Council proposed 11 single-member divisions, which would improve
electoral equality significantly, with the number of electors represented by each councillor
varying by more than 10% from the county average in three divisions and by more than 20%
from the average in two divisions. This level of electoral equality would improve by 2006 with the
number of electors represented by each councillor varying by more than 10% of the council
average in none of the divisions. The County Council’s Stage One scheme would provide for no
coterminosity in this borough.
Table 8: Warwickshire County Council’s Stage One proposals for Rugby
Proposed division name

Number of
councillors

1
2

Admirals
Brownsover

1
1

3

Caldecott

1

4

Dunchurch

1

5

Earl Craven

1

6

Eastlands

1

7

Fosse

1

8

Hillmorton

1

Proposed constituent district wards
Admirals ward; part of Bilton ward (west of Bilton Road)
Brownsover North ward; Brownsover South ward; part of
Newbold ward (the industrial estate on Hunters Lane and the
housing estate centred on Fosterd Road, Norman Road and
Yates Avenue)
Caldecott ward; part of Bilton ward (south of Cymbeline Way
and Plantagenet Drive); part of Eastlands ward (west of the
disused railway line)
Dunchurch & Knightlow ward; Leam Valley ward; part of
Lawford & King’s Newnham ward (the parishes of Church
Lawford, King’s Newnham and Little Lawford)
Earl Craven & Wolston ward; Ryton-on-Dunsmore ward; part of
Fosse ward (the parishes of Brinklow and Combe Fields)
Part of Benn ward (south of Clifton Road and east of the
disused railway line); part of Eastlands ward (east of the
disused railway line); part of Paddox ward (south of Hillmorton
Road and Millfields Avenue)
Wolvey ward; part of Avon & Swift ward (the parishes of
Churchover, Cosford, Easenhall, Harborough Magna and
Newton & Biggin); part of Fosse ward (the parishes of Ansty,
Monks Kirby, Pailton, Shilton, Stretton-under-Fosse, Wibtoft
and Willey)
Hillmorton ward; part of Avon & Swift ward (the parish of Clifton
upon Dunsmore); part of Paddox ward (north of Hillmorton Road
and Millfields Avenue)
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Proposed division name
9

Number of
councillors

Lawford & New Bilton

1

10

Overslade

1

11

Rugby Central

1

Proposed constituent district wards
Part of Lawford & King’s Newnham ward (the parish of Long
Lawford); the remainder of Newbold ward; part of New Bilton
(north of Bilton Road)
Overslade ward; the remainder of Bilton ward; the remainder of
New Bilton ward
The remainder of Benn ward; part of Newbold ward (south of
the Tamworth-Northampton railway line)
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The County Council stated that all of its proposed divisions in Rugby borough ‘fall within
the 10% tolerance and therefore achieve a reasonable level of electoral equality having regard
to the need to reflect the identities and interests of local communities. No warding of parishes is
required’. The number of electors per councillor in the County Council’s proposed divisions of
Admirals, Brownsover, Caldecott, Dunchurch, Earl Craven and Eastlands would vary from the
county average initially by 30%, 7%, 3%, 1%, 9% and 1% respectively (1%, 1%, 4%, 7%, 4%
and 8% by 2006). The number of electors per councillor in the County Council’s proposed
divisions of Fosse, Hillmorton, Lawford & New Bilton, Overslade and Rugby Central would vary
initially from the county average by 28%, 5%, 12%, 8% and 2% respectively (7%, 2%, 8%, 1%
and 8% by 2006).
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The Liberal Democrats supported the County Council’s proposals for the district,
commenting that the Group ‘does not feel sufficiently aware of local issues to make objective
and effective proposals in these areas’.
125
We carefully considered all the representations received relating to Rugby. We noted
that the County Council put forward proposals allocating 11 councillors to Rugby. By 2006,
under a council size of 62, 11 councillors is the correct allocation. We therefore proposed 11
councillors to be returned from Rugby under our draft recommendations. We noted that the
County Council’s proposals would provide good levels of electoral equality. However, they
would also have resulted in no coterminosity between county divisions and district wards, a
situation which we considered could have been improved upon. Having investigated a number
of alternatives, we proposed five of our own single-member divisions and three two-member
divisions, which would have significantly improved coterminosity throughout the district while
achieving acceptable levels of electoral equality.
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In the predominantly rural north and east of the district, our proposed Fosse division
included Avon & Swift ward, Wolvey ward and part of Fosse ward, the parishes of Ansty, Monks
Kirby, Pailton, Shilton, Stretton under Fosse, Wibtoft and Willey. In the west of the district, our
proposed revision of Earl Craven division includes Earl Craven & Wolston and Ryton-onDunsmore wards, the parishes of Brinklow and Combe Fields, part of Fosse ward, as well as
the parishes of Church Lawford, King's Newnham and Little Lawford, part of Lawford & King's
Newnham ward. Our proposed Dunchurch division comprised the wards of Dunchurch &
Knightlow and Leam Valley. The number of electors per councillor in the proposed divisions of
Dunchurch, Earl Craven and Fosse would initially vary from the county average by 6%, 14%
and 11% respectively (12%, 9% and 9% by 2006).
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We also put forward our own proposals for divisions in Rugby town. Having investigated
a number of alternatives, we were unable to identify a set of proposals for Rugby town
containing only single-member divisions which would provide both coterminosity and acceptable
levels of electoral equality. Consequently, we proposed three two-member divisions and two
single-member divisions. In the east of Rugby town, our proposed two-member Eastlands
division contained the largely urban wards of Eastlands, Hillmorton and Paddox. In the south of
Rugby town we proposed a two-member Caldecott division which combined the wards of Bilton,
Caldecott and Overslade. In the north of the town, we proposed a two-member Brownsover
division combining the well-linked wards of Benn, Brownsover North, Brownsover South and
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Newbold in the north-east of the town. Our proposed single-member Admirals division contained
the largely residential Admirals ward. Our proposed Lawford & New Bilton division was based
on the County Council’s division of the same name and included New Bilton ward and the parish
of Long Lawford, which are both predominantly urban. The number of electors per councillor in
the proposed divisions of Admirals, Brownsover, Caldecott, Eastlands and Lawford & New
Bilton would vary from the county average initially by 42%, 22%, less than 1%, 10% and 4%
respectively (9%, 13%, 7%,16% and less than 1% by 2006).
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Overall, our proposals for Rugby would have improved electoral equality significantly
with the number of electors represented by each councillor varying by more than 10% from the
county average in four divisions although two divisions would exceed the county average by
more than 20%. This would show improvement by 2006 with the number of electors represented
by each councillor varying by no more than 10% from the county average in five divisions and
no proposed division exceeding the county average by more than 20%. Our proposals would
have provided 63% coterminosity in this borough.
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At Stage Three, we received six submissions regarding Rugby. The County Council
opposed our proposed two-member Caldecott and Eastlands divisions in Rugby town and
proposed non-coterminous single-member divisions in their place. It stated that these divisions
did not reflect community identities, claiming that the diversity of the populations within these
proposed divisions would create difficulties in representation and their size would cause ‘an
inordinate amount of work for the councillors’. The County Council’s proposed Bilton division
contains Bilton ward and the part of Overslade ward broadly west of Overslade Lane, excluding
the school areas in the vicinity of Harris Drive. Its proposed Caldecott division comprises
Caldecott ward and the remainder of Overslade ward. Its proposed Eastlands division contains
Eastlands ward and the part of Paddox ward south of Hillmorton Road. Its proposed Hillmorton
division comprises Hillmorton ward and the remainder of Paddox ward. It stated that our
proposed Caldecott division ‘is too large and diverse in nature to have a community of interest’.
It claimed that ‘there is little commonality of interest’ between the residents in the north-east
corner of the proposed division and those residents of Bilton village in the west of the proposed
division. It stated that the characteristics of many properties in the part of Overslade ward, which
it included in its proposed Caldecott division, are similar to those to those of the Hillside estate,
located on the eastern side of Dunchurch Road and in Caldecott ward. It stated that both areas
‘have a similar character and mix of residents’. It stated that its proposed Bilton division is
similar to the current Bilton division and thereby ‘continues a community of interest and electoral
identity which has been established over many years’. It proposed to split our proposed
Eastlands division into a non-coterminous Eastlands division and a non-coterminous Hartshill
division. It stated that the parts of Paddox ward broadly north and south of Hillmorton Road
ought to be included in a division with Hillmorton and Eastlands wards respectively, ‘recognising
the similarities of the housing and the mix in these two areas’. It stated that the residents in the
part of the Paddox ward that it proposes to be included in a Hillmorton division ‘consider
themselves to live in Hillmorton’ and ‘joining them with the rest of east Rugby will cause
confusion among the electorate’. The County Council, despite its general opposition to twomember divisions, accepted our proposed two-member Brownsover division, stating that ‘there
is not the strength of community identity or diversity [in our proposed Brownsover division] that
there is elsewhere in the town’.
130
The County Council’s amendments to our proposals in Rugby would provide 30%
coterminosity. The number of electors in their proposed Bilton, Caldecott, Eastlands and
Hillmorton divisions would vary from the county average by 5%, 9%, 17% and 15% by 2006.
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The Conservative Group opposed our proposed two-member Caldecott division on the
basis of its ‘grave concern’ with two-member divisions. It proposed splitting our proposed
Caldecott into two single-member divisions. It purposely attempted to use whole polling districts
in these divisions, unlike the Bilton and Caldecott divisions proposed by the County Council at
Stage Three. Its proposed Bilton division contains Bilton ward and part of Overslade ward
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broadly south-west of Lytham Road and Shakespeare Gardens. Its proposed Caldecott division
contains Caldecott ward and the remainder of Overslade ward. It stated that ‘the communities of
Bilton and Caldecott are so different’ that single-member divisions ought to be adopted in this
area. It claimed that ‘community links are more closely followed’ in its proposals than in the
County Council’s, as the Conservative Group proposed that the Shakespeare Gardens estate to
join the rest of the village of Bilton, to which they have ‘always identified’. It stated that
Overslade estate, which it proposed to be included in a division with Caldecott ward, ‘does not
have such an affinity’. It stated that ‘Caldecott is an urban area’ and it proposed Caldecott
division is a ‘reasonably coherent unit’ as they were both developed during the 1930s and
1940s. It stated that its proposed Bilton division is ‘far more rural’ than its proposed Caldecott
division, and the sections of Overslade ward it proposed to include in its Bilton division were
developed in the 1950s and 1960s, ‘thus having greater affinity’. Its proposed Bilton and
Caldecott divisions would vary from the county average by 15% and less than 1% by 2006.
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The Liberal Democrat Group was broadly supportive of our proposals in Rugby. It,
however, opposed our two-member Caldecott division, stating that it ‘is too large and diverse in
its nature to have a community of interest’ and that ‘there is no community of interest between
the areas at the extremes of the Division’. It stated that residents on the north eastern boundary
of this proposed division ‘have little, or nothing, in common with residents of Bilton village on its
western boundary’. It supported the County Council’s proposal to split our proposed Caldecott
division and supported the non-coterminous single-member Bilton and Caldecott divisions the
County Council put forward at Stage Three. It stated that the properties in the section of
Overslade ward that the County Council proposed to include in its proposed Caldecott division
‘were built at around the same time as the properties in the adjacent Hillside estate in the
Caldecott Ward on the eastern side of Dunchurch Road – and so have a similar characteristics
and mix of residents’. The Liberal Democrat Group ‘fully supported’ our proposed two-member
Eastlands division, claiming that ‘there is considerable community of interest’ between the
electors in the three component wards, evidenced by the establishment of an Urban Area
Forum based on these three wards.
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Councillor Saint, Leader of Stratford on Avon District Council, opposed all three of our
proposed two-member divisions in Rugby, Brownsover, Caldecott and Eastlands. He proposed
six non-coterminous single-member divisions in place of these two-member divisions. In place
of our proposed Brownsover division, he proposed a Rugby North division covering ‘the old
town, from Benn Ward to Newbold’ and a Brownsover division covering ‘the newer ribbon
development’ which exists to the north of the old town. He stated that ‘two single-member
divisions can be achieved by grouping polling districts into these two areas’ which, together,
cover our proposed Brownsover division. He proposed two non-coterminous single-member
divisions to cover the area of our proposed Caldecott division, to be named Bilton and
Caldecott. His proposed Bilton division contains Bilton ward and part of Overslade ward broadly
south-west of Lytham Road and Shakespeare Gardens. Its proposed Caldecott division
contains Caldecott ward and the remainder of Overslade ward. He stated that his proposed
Bilton division ‘allows the Shakespeare Gardens area … to link with the former village of Bilton,
to which they have always identified’. In supported of his proposed Caldecott division, he stated
that ‘Overslade estate … can be included in a division that represents areas nearer to the town
centre’. He stated that ‘there is a strong feeling that the communities of Bilton and the traditional
Caldecott areas are so different that two single-member divisions are ideal’. In place of our
proposed Eastlands division, Councillor Saint proposed single-member non-coterminous
Eastlands and Hillmorton divisions, identical to those proposed by the County Council at Stage
Three. His proposed Hillmorton division combined the whole of Hillmorton ward with the part of
Paddox ward that is broadly south of Hillmorton Road. He stated that this proposal would ‘allow
the Paddox area … to link with the former village of Hillmorton, to which it has always identified’
and stated that the areas of Paddox Ward to be included in his proposed Eastlands division ‘can
be included naturally in a division that represents areas nearer to Rugby centre’. He stated that
‘there is a strong feeling that the communities of Hillmorton and the traditional Eastlands areas
are so different that two single members are ideal’. He proposed Bilton, Caldecott, Eastlands
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and Hillmorton divisions would vary from the county average by 15%, less than 1%, 17% and
15% by 2006.
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Combe Fields Parish Council proposed that its parish and Brinklow parish be included in
our proposed Fosse division and proposed that Newton be ‘integrated into an urban division’ to
maintain electoral equality in our proposed Fosse division. It stated that Combe Fields parish is
historically linked with Fosse, while the more urban Newton parish ‘sits uncomfortably with
Fosse’. A resident of Clifton upon Dunsmore supported our proposed ‘retention of the parish of
Clifton upon Dunsmore in the Fosse Division’. He argued that ‘Clifton upon Dunsmore should be
in the same division as Newton and Biggin, in view of the shared interest of the two villages
which have developed over very many years’.
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Having carefully considered the representations received at Stage Three regarding this
borough, we intend to confirm our draft recommendations as final. Although we noted the
alternatives put forward to our three proposed two-member divisions in Rugby town and to our
proposed Fosse division, we do not consider the argumentation put forward in favour of these
alternatives is strong enough to warrant our moving away from our draft recommendations in
this district.
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We note the opposition to our proposed two-member Brownsover, Caldecott and
Eastlands divisions and the alternative single-member divisions put forward. We note the
argument that the residents in the far north-east of Caldecott ward have little in common with
the residents in the west of the proposed division. However, the majority of residents in
Caldecott ward reside in the west of the ward, in the vicinity of Dunchurch Road, an area which
is well linked to the residential areas contained in Bilton and Overslade wards. We consider that
the other community identity arguments put forward in favour of splitting of our proposed
Brownsover, Caldecott and Eastlands divisions are based substantially on property age, and
consist significantly of assertion. Additionally, we also note the support for our proposed
Eastlands division from the Liberal Democrats.
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We note Combe Fields Parish Council’s proposal for it and Brinklow parish to be
included Fosse division and for Newton to be removed from our proposed Fosse division and be
placed in a division covering parts of Rugby town. We consider the community identity
argumentation provided to be insufficient to warrant the transfer of one section of Fosse ward
out of Fosse division in order to facilitate the inclusion of another section of Fosse ward in our
proposed Fosse division.
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Under our final recommendations, the levels of electoral equality in Rugby would be
identical to those outlined in our draft recommendations. Our final recommendations are
illustrated on the large map at the back of this report.

Stratford on Avon district
139
Under the current arrangements Stratford on Avon is represented by 13 county
councillors serving 13 single-member divisions: Alcester, Bidford-on-Avon, Harbury, Henley-inArden, Kineton, Shipston-on-Stour, Southam, Stratford-upon-Avon North, Stratford-upon-Avon
South, Stratford-upon-Avon West, Studley, Wellesbourne and Wootton Wawen. Currently, the
number of electors represented by each councillor varying by more than 10% from the county
average in eight divisions and by more than 20% in four of the divisions. This level of electoral
imbalance is forecast to worsen by 2006 with the number of electors represented by each
councillor forecast to vary by more than 10% from the county average in 10 divisions and by
more than 20% in four of the divisions. The highest electoral imbalance is in the Southam
division which is currently over-represented by 50% (45% by 2006).
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At Stage One, we received seven submissions in relation to the district of Stratford on
Avon, including the district-wide schemes from the County Council and the Liberal Democrats.
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Under the County Council’s proposals put forward at Stage One, as described in Table
9, the number of councillors representing Stratford on Avon would be 14, who would represent
14 single-member divisions. Under these proposals, electoral equality would improve
significantly with the number of electors represented by each councillor varying by more than
10% from the county average in one division and none by more than 20% from the average.
This would improve by 2006, with the number of electors represented by each councillor varying
by more than 10% from the county average in no division. The County Council scheme would
provide a level of coterminosity of 14% in this district (two out of 14 divisions).
Table 9: Warwickshire County Council’s Stage One proposals for Stratford on Avon
Proposed division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

1

Alcester

1

Alcester ward; Kinwarton ward; part of Bardon ward (the parish
of Exhall)
Bidford & Salford ward; part of Bardon ward (the parish of
Temple Grafton); part of Welford ward (the parishes of
Dorsington and Welford-on-Avon)
Long Itchington ward; part of Fenny Compton ward (the
parishes of Chapel Ascote, Hodnell & Wills Pastures, Priors
Hardwick, Priors Marston and Radbourn); part of Harbury ward
(the parishes of Bishop’s Itchington and Harbury); part of
Stockton & Napton ward (the parishes of Napton-on-the-Hill and
Upper & Lower Shuckburgh)
Tanworth ward; part of Henley ward (the parishes of
Beaudesert and Henley-in-Arden); part of Claverdon ward (the
parishes of Claverdon, Langley and Preston Bagot)
Burton Dassett ward; Kineton ward; part of Fenny Compton
ward (the parishes of Avon Dassett, Farnborough, Fenny
Compton, Stoneton, Watergall, Wormleighton); part of Harbury
ward (the parish of Chesterton & Kingston); part of Vale of the
Red Horse ward (the parish of Butlers Marston)
Long Compton ward; Shipston ward; part of Brailes ward (the
parishes of Barcheston, Burmington, Stretton-on-Fosse,
Tidmington and Sutton-under-Brailes)
Southam ward; part of Fenny Compton ward (the parish of
Ladbroke); part of Stockton & Napton ward (the parish
of Stockton)
Ettington ward; Tredington ward; part of Brailes ward (the
parishes of Brailes, Honington and Idlicote); part of Vale of the
Red Horse ward (the parishes of Oxhill, Pillerton Hersey,
Pillerton Priors, Tysoe and Whatcote)

2

Bidford-on-Avon

1

3

Feldon

1

4

Henley-in-Arden

1

5

Kineton

1

6

Shipston-on-Stour

1

7

Southam

1

8

Stour & the Vale

1

9

Stratford North

1

Part of Stratford Avenue & New Town ward (all of the ward
excluding the area south-west of Birmingham Road and northwest of the housing estate centred on Joseph Way and
Meadow Sweet Road); part of Stratford Guild & Hathaway ward
(east of Brookvale Road and The Willows and to the west of
Rother Street)

10

Stratford South

1

11

Stratford West

1

12
13

Studley
Wellesbourne

1
1

Stratford Alveston ward; part of Stratford Guild & Hathaway
ward (the Stratford-on-Avon Racecourse area and the area east
of Seven Meadows Road and Rother Street)
Stratford Mount Pleasant ward; the remainder of Stratford
Avenue & New Town ward; the remainder of Stratford Guild &
Hathaway ward
Sambourne ward; Studley ward
Snitterfield ward; Wellesbourne ward
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Proposed division name
14

Wootton Wawen

Number of
councillors
1

Proposed constituent district wards
Aston Cantlow ward; Quinton ward; part of Bardon ward (the
parishes of Binton, Luddington, Old Stratford & Drayton); part pf
Claverdon ward (the parish of Bearley); part of Henley ward
(the parish of Wootton Wawen); part of Welford ward (the
parishes of Clifford Chambers, Milcote and Weston-on-Avon)
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The County Council stated that ‘no warding of parishes is required under this proposal’
and that ‘all proposed divisions fall within the 10% tolerance and therefore achieve a reasonable
level of electoral equality having regard to the need to reflect the identities and interests of local
communities’. The number of electors per councillor in the proposed divisions of Alcester,
Bidford-on-Avon, Feldon, Henley-in-Arden, Kineton, Shipston-on-Stour and Southam would
initially vary from the county average by 5%, 5%, 10%, 8%, 2%, 7% and 1% (3%, 3%, 6%, 4%,
1%, 4% and 4% by 2006). The number of electors per councillor in the proposed divisions of
Stour & the Vale, Stratford North, Stratford South, Stratford West, Studley, Wellesbourne and
Wootton Wawen would initially vary from the county average by less than 1%, 1%, 9%, 2%, 3%,
13% and 3% respectively (2%, 6%, 4%, 10%, 7%, 9% and 2% by 2006).
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The Liberal Democrats proposed a scheme that was the ‘first’ of two options put forward
by the County Council during its public consultation process before submitting their scheme to
us. The County Council elected to base their proposals for the district on the ‘second’
consultation option. Under the Liberal Democrats’ scheme for the district, as described in Table
10, the number of councillors representing Stratford on Avon district would be 14, each
representing single-member divisions. Under these proposals, no division would have an
electoral variance exceeding 10% from the county average in any division by 2006. The level
of coterminosity under the Liberal Democrats’ proposals for the district is 36% (five out of
14 divisions). As these proposed divisions were not named, we assigned a number to
each division.
Table 10: The Liberal Democrats’ Stage One proposals for Stratford on Avon
Proposed division name

Number of
councillors

1
2
3
4
5

‘Number 1’
‘Number 2’
‘Number 3’
‘Number 4’
‘Number 5’

1
1
1
1
1

6

‘Number 6’

1

7
8

‘Number 7’
‘Number 8’

1
1

9

‘Number 9’

1

10

‘Number 10’

1

11

‘Number 11’

1

Proposed constituent district wards
Sambourne ward; Studley ward
Henley ward; Tanworth ward
Alcester ward; Kinwarton ward
Bidford & Salford ward; Welford ward
Stratford Alveston ward; part of Stratford Guild & Hathaway
ward (the Stratford-upon-Avon Racecourse area and the area
east of Seven Meadows Road and Rother Street)
Long Itchington ward; Southam ward; part of Fenny Compton
ward (the parishes of Chapel Ascote, Hodnell & Wills Pastures,
Ladbroke and Radbourn)
Harbury ward; Kineton ward
Wellesbourne ward; part of Snitterfield ward (the parishes of
Charlecote, Fulbrook and Hampton Lucy)
Aston Cantlow ward; Bardon ward; Claverdon ward; part of
Snitterfield ward (Snitterfield and Wolverton).
Shipston ward; Long Compton ward; part of Brailes ward (the
parishes of Barcheston, Brailes, Burmington, Honington,
Idlicote, Sutton-under-Brailes and Tidmington)
Burton Dassett ward; Stockton & Napton ward; Vale of the Red
Horse ward; part of Fenny Compton ward (the parishes of Avon
Dassett, Farnborough, Fenny Compton, Priors Hardwick, Priors
Marston, Stoneton, Watergall and Wormleighton)
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Proposed division name

Number of
councillors

12

‘Number 12’

1

13

‘Number 13’

1

14

‘Number 14’

1

Proposed constituent district wards
Ettington ward; Quinton ward; Tredington ward; part of Brailes
ward (the parish of Stretton-on-Fosse)
Part of Stratford Avenue & New Town ward (all of the ward
excluding the area south-west of Birmingham Road and northwest of the housing estate centred on Joseph Way and
Meadow Sweet Road); and part of Stratford Guild & Hathaway
ward (east of Brookvale Road and The Willows and to the west
of Rother Street).
Stratford Alveston ward; the remainder of Stratford Guild &
Hathaway ward
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The number of electors per councillor in the Liberal Democrats’ proposed Numbers 1, 2,
3 and 4 divisions would vary from the county average initially by 3%, 6%, 2% and 6% (7%, 2%,
less than 1% and 4% by 2006). The number of electors per councillor in the Liberal Democrats’
proposed Number 10 and Number 12 divisions would vary from the county average initially by
5% and 12% respectively (7% and 10% by 2006). The number of electors per councillor in the
Liberal Democrats’ proposed Number 6, Number 7 and Number 11 divisions would vary from
the county average initially by 13%, 12% and 12% respectively (9%, 10% and 7% by 2006). The
number of electors per councillor in the Liberal Democrats’ proposed Number 8 and Number 9
divisions would vary from the county average initially by 5% and 4% respectively (9% and 5%
by 2006). The number of electors per councillor in the Liberal Democrats’ proposed Number 5,
Number 13 and Number 14 divisions would vary from the county average initially by 2%, 1%
and 9% respectively (10%, 6% and 4% by 2006).
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Alderminster Parish Council stated that its parish should not be divided between two
different county divisions as it is not currently warded. Similarly, Bidford-on-Avon Parish Council
proposed that the two wards of Bidford-on-Avon parish remain in the same division. Southam
Town Council stated its ‘preferred option is Southam plus Stockton’ and that its second
preference ‘would be Southam plus Stockton and Ladbroke’. Wootton Wawen Parish Council
requested that its parish be included in the existing division of Wootton Wawen & Bearley and
not be combined with the parish of Henley-in-Arden. It argued that there is an historic link
between the villages of Bearley and Wootton Wawen.
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We carefully considered all the representations received relating to Stratford on Avon.
We noted that the County Council and the Liberal Democrats put forward proposals allocating
14 councillors to Stratford on Avon. By 2006, under a council size of 62, 14 councillors is the
correct allocation. We therefore proposed 14 councillors to be returned from Stratford on Avon
under our draft recommendations. We noted that the County Council’s and the Liberal
Democrats’ proposals provided good levels of electoral equality. However, they would also
result in levels of coterminosity which we considered could have been improved upon. Due to
the higher level of coterminosity provided under the Liberal Democrats’ scheme than under the
County Council’s, we proposed to broadly base our proposals on the Liberal Democrats’
scheme. However, by proposing minor modifications to the Liberal Democrats’ proposed
divisions in the rural areas of the district we were able to achieve improved levels of
coterminosity and reasonable electoral equality. We were also able to avoid the creation of
divisions which combine rural and urban areas. Our proposed Alcester, Aston Cantlow, Bidfordon-Avon, Henley-in-Arden, Kineton, Studley and Wellesbourne divisions were identical to the
Liberal Democrats’ proposed Numbers 3, 9, 4, 2, 7, 1 and 8 divisions respectively.
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In the far west of the district, we adopted the Liberal Democrats’ Numbers 3, 4, 2 and 1
divisions as our Alcester, Bidford-on-Avon, Henley-in-Arden and Studley divisions respectively.
Each combined satisfactory levels of electoral variance with coterminosity and they collectively
facilitated coterminosity in the south of the district. Additionally, we accepted the Liberal
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Democrats’ arguments that the component wards of each of these proposed divisions have
good communications links. We noted Wootton Wawen Parish Council’s request to place the
parishes of Bearley and Wootton Wawen in the same division with the remainder of Claverdon
ward. However, in the interest of facilitating coterminosity throughout the west of the district, we
proposed placing the parish of Bearley in our proposed Aston Cantlow division. The number of
electors per councillor in the proposed divisions of Alcester, Bidford-on-Avon, Henley-in-Arden
and Studley would vary initially from the county average by 2%, 6%, 6% and 3% respectively
(1%, 4%, 2% and 7% by 2006).
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In the rural area to the south of Stratford-upon-Avon town, we proposed Shipston-onStour and Tredington divisions that were almost identical to the Liberal Democrats’ proposed
Number 10 and 12 divisions, with one amendment. We proposed including Stretton on Fosse
parish in a Shipston-on-Stour division with the remainder of Brailes ward. This amendment
would result in wholly coterminous Shipston-on-Stour and Tredington divisions. We accepted
the Liberal Democrats’ argument that there are good road links between the settlements in the
area Tredington division covers. We note the Liberal Democrats’ argument that the wards that
make up Shipston-on-Stour division ‘fit naturally together in a neat group with excellent road
links between all parts of the proposed division’. The number of electors per councillor in the
proposed divisions of Shipston-on-Stour and Tredington would vary initially from the county
average by 10% and 14% respectively (12% and 15% by 2006).
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In the rural area to the east of Stratford-upon-Avon town, we adopted the Liberal
Democrats’ coterminous Number 7 division in light of the community identity arguments they put
forward. We proposed a Fenny Compton division including Burton Dassett, Fenny Compton,
Stockton & Napton and Vale of the Red Horse wards in light of the links between communities
as outlined by Liberal Democrats’ arguments in favour of its proposed Number 11 division. We
proposed a revised Southam division containing the wards of Long Itchington and Southam in
light of the Liberal Democrats’ argument that ‘Southam has good links with all surrounding
communities’. We noted the request from Southam Town Council to include either Stockton
parish, part of Stockton & Napton ward, and/or Ladbroke parish, part Fenny Compton ward, in
the same division. However, our proposed Southam division was coterminous and would have
facilitated electoral equality and coterminosity in surrounding divisions. Therefore we did not
adopt either of Southam Town Council’s proposals. The number of electors per councillor in the
proposed divisions of Fenny Compton, Kineton and Southam would vary from the county
average initially by 16%, 12% and 9% respectively (11%, 10% and 5% by 2006).
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In the rural area immediately to the north-east of Stratford-upon-Avon town, we
proposed a revised Wellesbourne division combining Wellesbourne ward and the eastern
section of Snitterfield ward (the parishes of Charlecote, Fulbrook and Hampton Lucy). We
concurred with the Liberal Democrats’ arguments that the Wellesbourne ward has good road
links with the parishes on the ward’s north-west boundary and that these links ‘have created an
affinity between the parishes and Wellesbourne’. Our proposed Aston Cantlow division
comprised Aston Cantlow, Bardon and Claverdon wards as well as the remainder of the
parishes contained in Snitterfield ward (Snitterfield and Wolverton). We accepted the Liberal
Democrats’ argument that there are good transport links between the settlements of the division
and that no one community is large enough to dominate others. The number of electors per
councillor in the proposed divisions of Aston Cantlow and Wellesbourne would vary from the
county average initially by 4% and 5% respectively (5% and 9% by 2006).
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Our proposed divisions within the town of Stratford-upon-Avon differed markedly from
the identical proposals of the Liberal Democrats and the County Council, which provided noncoterminous divisions and, in our opinion, poorly identifiable boundaries. In order to provide both
coterminosity and reasonable electoral equality we proposed a single-member division and a
two-member division. Since the northern part of the town is relatively isolated from the
remainder of Stratford-upon-Avon by the commercial and industrial area broadly south of Guild
Street, we proposed a single-member Stratford Avenue & New Town division, containing
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Stratford Avenue & New Town ward only. As the urban areas in the south and west of the town
are closely linked, we proposed a two-member Stratford South division, which includes the
wards of Stratford Alveston, Stratford Guild & Hathaway and Stratford Mount Pleasant. Due to
the size and geographical distribution of the wards which cover the town, only the combination
of a two-member division with a single-member division would have resulted in coterminosity
with an acceptable level of electoral variance. The number of electors per councillor in the
proposed divisions of Stratford Avenue & New Town and Stratford South would vary from the
county average initially by 19% and 3% (5% and 12% by 2006).
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Overall, our proposals for Stratford on Avon would have improved electoral equality
significantly, with the number of electors represented by each councillor varying by more than
10% from the county average in four divisions and no proposed division exceeding the county
average by more than 20%. This would remain unchanged by 2006 with the number of electors
represented by each councillor varying by more than 10% from the county average in four
divisions and no proposed division exceeds the county average by more than 20%. Our scheme
would have provided 85% coterminosity in this district.
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At Stage Three, we received 19 submissions regarding Stratford on Avon. The County
Council supported our proposals in the rural west and south of the district and proposed
significant amendments to our proposed divisions in the east and north of the district and in the
town of Stratford-upon-Avon. Its alternative proposals are outlined in Table 11. It supported our
proposed Alcester, Bidford-on-Avon, Henley-in-Arden, Shipston-on-Stour and Studley divisions.
In the area south and south-east of Stratford-upon-Avon town, it proposed a Stour & the Vale
division, which includes the component wards of our proposed Tredington division and, in
addition, Vale of the Red Horse ward. It stated that the eastern side of the Vale of the Red
Horse division ‘is the natural boundary of Edge Hill’, below which ‘is a whole string of villages,
which make up a cohesive unit based around the River Stour’. It stated that the road, Fosse
Way, ‘provides the road links between the communities there’. On the eastern edge of the
district, the County Council’s proposals have been influenced greatly by its opposition to our
proposed Fenny Compton division which, it stated, combines settlements which are ‘randomly
grouped in a geographic stretch of land, with no community centre of significant size, having
placed Kineton with Harbury in a separate division’. It proposed a Kineton division which covers
Kineton and villages which are served by Kineton ‘in terms of transport (buses feed into
Kineton), medical services, banking and commercial facilities and … schools’. It stated that the
non-coterminous section of the boundary runs along the A423. It stated that the settlements to
the north-east of this road ‘more naturally feed into Southam … whereas the primary route for
those to the [south-west] more naturally feeds into Kineton and Leamington’. It proposed an
alternative to our proposed Southam division, stating that the component wards are linked by
‘strong history and community identity’. It proposed a Feldon division which combined the whole
wards and parishes surrounding its proposed Southam division. It stated that it would have
preferred to include the component wards of its proposed Feldon to be included in a division
with Southam ward, stating that such a division would be ‘too big’ and its proposed Southam
division ‘is a coherent one’. However, it stated that the settlements of Bishop’s Itchington,
Harbury and Long Itchington ‘are sizeable villages with good communication links’.
Table 11: Warwickshire County Council’s, Stratford-on-Avon Conservative Association’s and Councillor
Saint’s Stage Three proposals for Stratford on Avon
Proposed division name

Number of
councillors

1
2

Alcester
Aston Cantlow

1
1

3

Bidford-on-Avon

1

Proposed constituent district wards
Alcester ward; Kinwarton ward
Aston Cantlow ward; Bardon ward; Claverdon ward; Snitterfield
ward
Bidford & Salford ward; Welford ward
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Proposed division name

Number of
councillors

Proposed constituent district wards

4

Feldon

1

5
6

Henley-in-Arden
Kineton

1
1

7
8
9

Shipston-on-Stour
Southam
Stour & the Vale

1
1
1

10

Stratford-upon-Avon
North

1

11

Stratford-upon-Avon
South

1

12

Stratford-upon-Avon
West
Studley
Wellesbourne

1

Harbury ward; Long Itchington ward; part of Fenny Compton
ward (the parishes of Chapel Ascote, Hodnell & Wills Pastures,
Ladbroke, Priors Hardwick, Priors Marston, Radbourn,
Stoneton, Watergall and Wormleighton)
Henley ward; Tanworth ward
Burton Dassett ward; Kineton ward; part of Fenny Compton
ward (the parishes of Avon Dassett, Farnborough and Fenny
Compton)
Brailes ward; Long Compton ward; Shipston ward
Southam ward; Stockton & Napton ward
Ettington ward; Quniton ward; Tredington ward; Vale of the Red
Horse ward
Stratford Mount Pleasant ward; part of Stratford Avenue & New
Town ward (south of the Stratford-upon-Avon Canal and west of
Clopton Road)
Stratford Alveston ward; part of Stratford Avenue & New Town
ward (north of the Stratford-upon-Avon Canal and east of
Clopton Road)
Stratford Guild & Hathaway ward

1
1

Sambourne ward; Studley ward
Wellesbourne ward

13
14
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In the area to the north of Stratford-upon-Avon town, the County Council opposed our
proposed Aston Cantlow and Wellesbourne divisions on the basis of Wellesbourne and
Snitterfield wards being in different parliamentary constituencies. It noted that the electors in its
proposed Wellesbourne division would be over-represented by 20% by 2006. It claimed that this
variance would be reduced after 2006 in light of the area covered in this proposed division
‘having been designated in the local plan to receive increased housing’. Additionally, it stated
that Charlecote parish, currently in Snitterfield ward, has been recommended by the district
council to be transferred into Wellesbourne parish. It claimed such a transfer would result in
better electoral equality, with electors in its proposed Wellesbourne division be over-represented
by 17%.
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In Stratford-upon-Avon town, the County Council opposed our divisions covering the
town and provided three alternative single-member divisions, one of which would be
coterminous. It stated that our proposed two-member Stratford South division ‘combines
different communities with significant divergent interests’. It stated that residential areas to the
south of the River Avon ‘are architecturally dissimilar to the more densely packed housing in the
north and northwest’ and that the part of the town ‘south of the river is the more remote in terms
of physical, economic and community links’. Additionally, it stated that Alveston ward includes
Alveston and Tiddington villages, ‘which in planning terms are treated as separate communities
to Stratford Town’. It stated that there are some issues that are relevant only in the south of the
town, such as the absence of community facilities. It stated that its proposed Stratford-uponAvon North and Stratford-upon-Avon West divisions each link areas that have ‘clear economic
and physical coterminosity’. It stated that its proposed Stratford-upon-Avon North division
consists ‘mainly of post-war development’ and that its Stratford-upon-Avon South consists of
‘the old town combined with Shottery’. It stated that the area covered by its proposed Stratfordupon-Avon West division ‘has no affiliation’ with our proposed Stratford South division as the
former ‘is bounded to the South by the river Avon and the racecourse’.
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The County Council’s proposals for Stratford on Avon provide 71% coterminosity. The
County Council’s proposed Aston Cantlow, Feldon, Kineton, Southam divisions would vary from
the county average by 6%, less than 1%, 7% and 6% by 2006. The County Council’s proposed
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Stour & the Vale, Stratford North, Stratford South, Stratford West and Wellesbourne divisions
would vary from the county average by 13%, 16%, 11% and 9% by 2006.
157
The Liberal Democrat Group ‘fully supported’ our proposals in the rural areas of the
district and stated that the County Council, which put forward alternative proposals at Stage
Three, did not fully recognise ‘the traditional ties between parishes in the rural area of the
district’. The Liberal Democrat Group, however, supported the County Council’s proposals,
submitted at Stage Three, for Stratford-upon-Avon town.
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Stratford-on-Avon Conservative Association supported our proposed divisions in the
rural areas and proposed alternatives to our divisions in the east and north of the district and in
the town of Stratford-upon-Avon, which are identical to those put forward by the County Council
at Stage Three. These proposals are outlined in Table 11. It stated that some of our proposed
divisions cross parliamentary boundaries. It stated that our proposals in east of the district did
not recognise that ‘large parishes and small towns provide the hub for the surrounding village
communities’ and that ‘a rural county Division would be better comprised of one larger
community and its natural satellites’.
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In the east of the district, it opposed our proposed Fenny Compton division, claiming it is
‘unmanageable’, as it contains ‘too many’ parish councils and crosses parliamentary
constituency boundaries. It stated that two of the component wards contained in its proposed
Stour & the Vale division, Tredington and Vale of the Red Horse, are linked by the A429. It
stated that another component ward, Quinton, is, perhaps, better placed in this division ‘than
with Wellesbourne, as at present’. Its proposed Kineton division includes parishes which ‘form a
natural grouping around the main roads towards Banbury. They have good road links and
Kineton is a natural centre for the associated satellite villages’. It stated that its proposed
Southam division contains parishes which ‘form a natural grouping as they link Southam and
Stockton, which have long-established connections’. It stated that its proposed Feldon division
comprises parishes which ‘form a natural grouping around Southam’ and which ‘tend to be north
of the M40, a significant man-made boundary’. It opposed our proposed Wellesbourne division
as ‘this would create an electoral area that crosses approved parliamentary boundaries’. It
stated that its proposed Wellesbourne division ‘will soon increase by up to 300 electors, due to
the transfer of properties from Charlecote Parish in Snitterfield Ward into Wellesbourne’ which
would ‘improve … the current variance by about 5%’.
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In Stratford-upon-Avon town, the Association proposed three single-member divisions to
cover the town, one of these divisions being coterminous. It stated that its proposed Stratfordupon-Avon North division covers ‘an area in one coherent sector of the town north of the
Alcester Road; a main artery’ and that ‘much of the property within [the area] is post-war
development that has Birmingham Road as a hub’. It stated that its coterminous Stratford-uponAvon West division ‘represents well-established parts of Stratford with its neighbour Shottery,
that lie South of Alcester road; a main artery’ and stated that ‘good road links exist along the
B439’. It stated that the proposed Stratford-upon-Avon South division included communities that
are ‘linked together, but many are more distant from the town, characterised by its rural edge’.
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The Stratford-on-Avon Conservative Association’s proposals for Stratford on Avon
provide 71% coterminosity. Its proposed Aston Cantlow, Feldon, Kineton and Southam divisions
would vary from the county average by 6%, less than 1%, 7% and 6% by 2006. Its proposed
Stour & the Vale, Stratford North, Stratford South, Stratford West and Wellesbourne divisions
would vary from the county average by 13%, 16%, 11% and 9% by 2006.
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Councillor Saint, Leader of Stratford on Avon District Council, proposed identical
divisions to the County Council’s and put forward argumentation in favour of these divisions
which were identical to those put forward by the Stratford-on-Avon Conservative Association.
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Councillor Richard Hyde, representing Stratford South division, opposed our proposals
for divisions covering Stratford-on-Avon town, stating he preferred the County Council’s
proposals for the town submitted at Stage One. He stated that ‘the River Avon provides the
most significant physical, economic and community boundary in the Town’ and stated that the
residential areas of the town south of the River Avon ‘are architecturally dissimilar to the more
densely packed housing in the north’. He stated that the southern part of the town is isolated
from the remainder of the town, whereas the north-east of the town, containing the town’s main
shopping centre, ‘has clear economic as well as physical links with the Town’. He stated that the
area of the town south of the River Avon ‘has no clear linkages’ with the north-western part of
our proposed Stratford South division and stated that there ‘are a number of other issues that
are only relevant to the residents to the south of the town’, such as the absence of major
shopping facilities or a doctors’ surgery.
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Councillor Hyde provided argumentation for why he considered the County Council’s
Stage Three proposed divisions for Stratford-upon-Avon town were superior to our proposals as
they ‘better reflect the town’s geography and the needs of the local communities’. He stated that
the County Council’s proposals provide acceptable levels of electoral equality, only one of the
district wards which cover the town is split between divisions and polling districts are not split
between divisions. He further stated that the County Council’s proposed Stratford-upon-Avon
South division covers an area containing properties with similar architecture, and residents
across this proposed division share community issues. He stated that the County Council’s
proposed Stratford-upon-Avon North and Stratford-upon-Avon West divisions ‘link existing and
well-established district ward boundaries and areas that have clear economic and physical
coterminosity’ and stated that Stratford-upon-Avon North division ‘consists … mainly of post-war
development’ while Stratford-upon-Avon West division ‘consists of the old town combined with
the Shottery’.
165
The Lighthorne Society opposed our proposed Kineton division and supported the
County Council’s proposed Feldon and Kineton divisions which, it stated, reflect ‘more closely
the geographical affinities of the smaller rural settlements with their nearest market towns’. It
stated that the County Council recognises that settlements in the County Council’s proposed
Feldon division are ‘orientated’ towards Warwick and Leamington towns ‘via Southam’ and the
settlements in the County Council’s proposed Kineton division ‘have a close affinity with
Stratford via Wellesbourne’. Although it agreed with our argument that the M40 motorway is not
an impassable boundary, it stated that ‘very little commercial or social intercourse’ is carried
across the motorway. It stated that residents in the settlements north-east of the M40 have ‘the
vast majority of their commercial, retail, employment, social and educational needs [catered for]
in the Warwick/Leamington conurbation’ with those residents in the settlements south-west of
the M40 ‘focussing on Stratford and its surrounding smaller townships’.
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Ufton Parish Council proposed the inclusion of Long Itchington ward in a division with
Fenny Compton and Harbury wards and stated that such a division represented ‘a more rural
option joining villages with a natural affinity and similar problems and experiences’. Southam
Town Council opposed our proposal to include its parish in a division with Long Itchington ward.
It stated a preference for a division covering its parish and Stockton parish, only as ‘Southam’s
links with Stockton are stronger than with any other parish’. Councillor Robert Stevens,
representing Southam division, opposed our proposed Fenny Compton division on the basis of
its ‘geographical size’, parliamentary boundaries cutting across this division and the ‘completely
different ethos’ in the north of the proposed division relative to the south. He stated that the
residents in the northern part of Stratford on Avon district ‘have always looked towards Southam
as their market town’ and ‘local bus services are planned accordingly’. He stated that most
residents in this area undertake their main shopping in Leamington Spa town. He stated that
residents in the southern area of our proposed Fenny Compton division ‘tend to look towards
Stratford[-upon-Avon] and Banbury’. Councillor Stevens proposed a Southam division
comprising of Southam ward only. He stated that he would accept the inclusion of Harbury or
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Bishop’s Itchington villages in a division with Southam ward, if electoral equality requires, as
these two villages ‘also see Leamington and Southam as their local towns’.
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Stockton Parish Council opposed our proposed Fenny Compton division, stating that
‘with twenty parishes to represent, the elected [county councillor] will not physically be able to
attend … a majority of Parish Council meetings’. Fenny Compton Parish Council argued that our
proposed Fenny Compton division ‘would be totally unworkable’ as it includes ‘an extremely
large’ number of parish councils ‘that would see representation for each [parish council]
diminish’. Additionally, it stated that parish councils ‘from one end of the division would [bear] no
correlation with Councils at the other end’ and the proposed division ‘is based entirely on the
rural population and does not include a broader cross section of councils’. Lighthorne Parish
Council stated that our proposed Fenny Compton division appears very unwieldy.
168
Councillor Nigel Rock, representing Stockton & Napton ward, opposed our proposed
Fenny Compton division ‘is a most unnatural elongated area’, where there are few direct
transport links and community links between the division’s component parishes. He also stated
that media coverage is ‘entirely different at different ends of this [division], making for
unsatisfactory public scrutiny’. He stated that ‘it would be unreasonable to expect the [county
councillor] to be able to properly execute his or her duties over such large distances’. He stated
that we should recognise ‘community hubs’ in the east of the district, which are ‘the main market
towns and substantial settlements [of] Southam …, Shipston … and Kineton’. He proposed
alternatives to our proposed divisions in the rural east of the district which, he stated, would
have satisfactory electoral equality, there would be ‘much more community connection between
the electorate enclosed’ than in our proposed divisions and they would be ‘more compact’ than
our proposed divisions. He proposed three conterminous single-member divisions, the first
comprising Southam and Stockton & Napton wards, the second comprising Fenny Compton,
Harbury and Long Itchington wards and the third comprising Burton Dassett, Kineton and Vale
of the Red Horse wards. The electors in each of these proposed divisions would be underrepresented by 5%, 16% and 5% respectively by 2006. Napton on the Hill Parish Council
opposed our proposed Fenny Compton division, stating that the division covers ‘an elongated
area [of] 20 miles with a poor network of roads’ where residents at the north-west and southeast ends ‘share no community ties and make it difficult for councillors to represent the
electorate effectively’. It stated that it ‘would welcome association with a naturally socially and
geographically linked market town’. It stated that rural settlements rely on the market towns for
community services. It proposed three conterminous single-member divisions, the first
comprising Southam and Stockton & Napton wards, the second comprising Fenny Compton,
Harbury and Long Itchington wards and the third comprising Burton Dassett, Kineton and Vale
of the Red Horse wards. The electors in each of these proposed divisions would be underrepresented by 5%, 16% and 5% respectively by 2006.
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Having carefully considered the representations received at Stage Three regarding this
district, we intend to make a number of alterations to our draft recommendations. Having
received alternative divisions from the County Council and others for the east of the district
which are concurrent with the community identity argumentation received at Stage Three, we
are adopting the County Council’s proposed divisions in this part of the district. In the rural west
of the district, we noted the absence of opposition to our proposed divisions. Therefore, we
intend to confirm our draft recommendations as final in this area. In Stratford-on-Avon town, we
considered the alternatives to our draft recommendations put forward by the County Council
and other respondents to be supported by insufficient community identity argumentation.
Consequently, we are confirming our draft recommendations in Stratford-upon-Avon as final.
We note that the level of coterminosity provided by our revised proposals for this district is 69%,
compared to 85% under our draft recommendations. However, we consider this level of
coterminosity is acceptable in light of the community identity argument received at Stage Three
which would support our revised proposals. Additionally, our revised proposals would result in
improved electoral equality with only two of our proposed divisions initially varying by more than
10% from the county average compared to four divisions under our draft recommendations. By
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2006, under our revised proposals, three divisions would vary from the county average more
than 10%, one division fewer than under our draft recommendations.
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In the rural west and south of the district we note the support for our Alcester, Bidfordon-Avon, Henley-in-Arden, Shipston-on-Stour and Studley divisions from the County Council,
Councillor Saint and Stratford-on-Avon Conservative Association. We note there was no
opposition to these proposed divisions received at Stage Three. We therefore propose adopting
our draft recommendations in the rural west and south of the district as final.
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As detailed above, in the rural east of the district, we noted the substantial opposition to
our proposed Fenny Compton division, which covers a number of small settlements near the
district’s eastern boundary. We proposed this division in our draft recommendations as we
considered that such a division would entail smaller settlements not being dominated by larger
towns. We noted the support from the Liberal Democrat Group for all of our proposals in the
rural part of the district. However, we were persuaded by the substantial community identity
argument we received at Stage Three which stated that the small settlements prefer to be
included in divisions with neighbouring market towns which act as ‘community hubs’. We
consider the County Council’s, Councillor Saint’s and Stratford-on-Avon Conservative
Association’s proposals in the east of the district to best reflect these community identities put
forward to us. We support the County Council’s proposed Stour & the Vale division as it is
coterminous, has reasonable electoral equality its component divisions are adequately linked.
Additionally, such a division facilitates our proposed divisions in the rural west and south of the
district as well as facilitating proposed divisions in the north of the district which each contain
rural settlements with their neighbouring market towns.
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We noted the alternative division put forward by Councillor Rock and Napton on the Hill
Parish Council to include Vale of the Red Horse ward in a division containing Burton Dassett
and Kineton wards. However, no community identity argumentation was provided in favour of
that option. We accept the arguments put forward by the County Council that most of the small
settlements covered by this division look towards Kineton town for community services and
amenities. We accept the argument put forward by The Lighthorne Society that residents either
side of the M40 look towards different market towns. The M40 runs close to the boundary
between Burton Dassett and Fenny Compton wards. However, we accepted the inclusion of
part of Fenny Compton ward for the purposes of electoral equality. Should the proposed Kineton
division contain Burton Dassett and Kineton wards only, the electors in such a division would be
over-represented by 22% by 2006. We consider such a high variance to be unjustified in this
circumstance as the component wards of this division are adequately linked to settlements in
neighbouring wards. We propose adopting the County Council’s proposal to include the
parishes of Avon Dassett, Farnborough and Fenny Compton specifically as they are each
adequately linked to the remainder of the proposed division and their inclusion in its proposed
Kineton division provides good electoral equality in both its proposed Feldon and Kineton
divisions. The number of electors in our final recommendations proposed Feldon and Kineton
divisions would vary from the county average by less than 1% and by 7% by 2006.
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In the far north-east of the district, we are adopting the County Council’s proposed
Southam division. We accept the comments received which state that Southam and Stockton
parishes have close historical links. However, we also noted Councillor Stevens and Southam
Town Council’s preference for a division comprising Southam ward only. Councillor Steven’s
second preference would be for a division containing Bishop’s Itchington and Harbury villages in
addition to Southam ward and Southam Town Council’s ‘second option’ would be a division
comprising Southam and Stockton parishes only. A Southam division comprising Southam ward
only is not acceptable in terms of electoral equality with the electors in such a division being
over-represented by 23%. Additionally, we are constrained by Stockton & Napton ward being on
the edge of the district. As this ward has too few electors to form its own division, it has to be
included in a division with other wards. As representations received indicate that Stockton and
Southam parishes are well linked, we accept the proposal of the County Council for a Southam
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division containing Southam and Stockton & Napton wards. We are adopting the County
Council’s proposed Feldon division. Given our adoption of the County Council’s Kineton and
Southam divisions, for which we received substantial community identity arguments, we are
required to combine the wards of Harbury, Long Itchington and the remainder of Fenny
Compton wards in a division. However, we concur with the County Council that these areas
have ‘good communications links’. Additionally, such a division would provide a high level of
electoral equality.
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We note the opposition to our proposed Aston Cantlow and Wellesbourne divisions on
the basis of Snitterfield and Wellesbourne wards being in different parliamentary divisions. We
note the identical alternative Aston Cantlow and Wellesbourne divisions put forward by the
County Council, Councillor Saint and Stratford-on-Avon Conservative Association. We noted
that both of these proposed divisions are coterminous. We note the acknowledgement from the
three respondents on this issue of the poor level of electoral equality provided by their proposed
Wellesbourne division, whereby electors would be over-represented by 20% by 2006. We note
that the possible future transfer of Charlecote parish into Wellesbourne ward would improve
electoral equality in a division containing Wellesbourne ward only. However, as noted
previously, we do not consider parliamentary boundaries when determining divisions.
Additionally, we cannot base our proposals on the assumption that Charlecote parish would be
transferred into Wellesbourne ward. As no satisfactory community identity argumentation has
been put forward in favour of their proposed Aston Cantlow or Wellesbourne divisions, we
propose to confirm our proposed Aston Cantlow and Wellesbourne divisions, outlined in our
draft recommendations, as final.
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In the town of Stratford-upon-Avon, we noted the opposition to our proposed twomember Stratford South division from the County Council and other respondents. We accept
that the River Avon provides a significant boundary between different areas of the town. We
accept the County Council’s argument that the part of the town located in Stratford Alveston is
relatively isolated from the remainder of the town, north of the River Avon. We consider that the
County Council’s Stratford West division covers a well-linked area of the town with acceptable
levels of electoral equality. However, we consider the argumentation put forward in favour of
their Stratford North and Stratford South divisions to be poor. We did not receive sufficient
argumentation for why parts of Stratford Avenue & New Town Stratford Alveston ward, lying
north of the River Avon, should be included in a division with Stratford Alveston ward instead of
Stratford Guild & Hathaway and Stratford Mount Pleasant, both of which also are located north
of the River Avon. Consequently, we will be confirming our draft recommendations regarding
Stratford-upon-Avon as final.
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Under our final recommendations, the number of electors in our proposed Alcester,
Aston Cantlow, Bidford-on-Avon and Feldon divisions would vary initially from the county
average by 2%, 4%, 6% and 3% respectively (1%, 5%, 4% and less than 1% by 2006). The
number of electors in our proposed Henley-in-Arden, Kineton, Shipston-on-Stour and Southam
divisions would vary initially from the county average by 6%, 4%, 10% and 9% respectively (2%,
7%, 12% and 6% by 2006). The number of electors in our proposed Stour & the Vale, Stratford
Avenue & New Town, Stratford South, Studley and Wellesbourne divisions would vary initially
from the county average by 15%, 19%, 3%, 3% and 5% respectively (13%, 5%, 12%, 7% and
9% by 2006). Our final recommendations are illustrated on the large map at the back of this
report.

Warwick district
177
Under the current arrangements, Warwick is represented by 15 councillors representing
15 single-member divisions; Cubbington, Kenilworth Abbey, Kenilworth St John’s, Kenilworth
Stoneleigh, Leamington Brunswick, Leamington Clarendon, Leamington Crown, Leamington
Manor, Leamington Milverton, Leamington Willes, Rowington, Warwick North, Warwick South,
Warwick West, Whitnash. There is a high degree of electoral imbalance in these divisions, with
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the number of electors represented by each councillor varying by more than 10% from the
county average in five divisions and by more than 20% in three divisions. The level of electoral
imbalance is forecast to worsen by 2006 with the number of electors represented by each
councillor forecast to vary by more than 10% from the county average in seven divisions and by
more than 20% in three divisions. The highest imbalance is in Warwick South division which is
currently under-represented by 53% (66% by 2006).
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Under the County Council’s proposals put forward at Stage One, as described in Table
12, the number of councillors representing Warwick would be 15, which would be the same as
the current arrangements. Under the County Council’s proposals, 15 councillors would
represent 15 single-member divisions. Under these proposals electoral equality would improve
significantly, with the number of electors per councillor varying by more than 10% from the
county average in two divisions and none by more than 20%. The electoral equality is forecast
to improve by 2006 with the number of electors represented by each councillor varying by more
than 10% from the council average in one division and none by more than 20% from the
average. The County Council stated that, with the exception of one, ‘all proposed divisions fall
within the 10% tolerance and therefore achieve a reasonable level of electoral equality having
regard to the need to reflect the identities and the interests of local communities’. The County
Council’s scheme would provide for 7% coterminosity in this district (one division out of 15).
Table 12: Warwickshire County Council’s Stage One proposals for Warwick
County Council
proposed division name

Number of
councillors

1

Cubbington

1

2
3

Kenilworth Abbey
Kenilworth Park Hill

1
1

4

Kenilworth St John’s

1

5

Leamington
Brunswick

1

6

Leamington
Clarendon

1

7

Leamington Crown

1

8

Leamington Manor

1

Leamington Milverton
Leamington Willes

1
1

9
10

Proposed constituent district wards
Radford Semele ward; part of Cubbington ward (the parishes
of Blackdown, Bubbenhall, Eathorpe, Old Milverton,
Wappenbury, Weston-under-Wetherley and the proposed Old
parish ward of Cubbington parish, comprising all of the parish
except the area bounded by Cubbington Road, Kenilworth
Road and Leicester Lane); part of Stoneleigh ward (the
parishes of Ashow, Baginton and the proposed revision of
Stoneleigh parish ward of Stoneleigh parish, comprising of
the area of the parish east of the A429 road)
Abbey ward
Park Hill ward; part of Stoneleigh ward (the proposed
University parish ward of Stoneleigh parish, comprised of the
area west of the A429 road)
St John’s ward; part of Leek Wootton ward (the parish of Leek
Wootton & Guy’s Cliffe)
Part of Bishop's Tachbrook ward (excluding the area west of
Tachbrook Road and north of Harbury Lane); part of
Brunswick ward (west of Tachbrook Road and Brunswick
Street); part of Warwick South (the Leamington Brunswick
parish ward of Warwick parish)
Part of Brunswick ward (east of Tachbrook Road and
Brunswick Street); part of Clarendon ward (west of Clarendon
Street and south of Leicester Street); part of Milverton (east of
Adelaide Road)
Crown ward; the remainder of Clarendon ward; part of Manor
ward (south of Cubbington Road)
Part of Cubbington ward (the proposed New parish ward of
Cubbington parish, comprising of area bounded by
Cubbington Road, Kenilworth Road and Leicester Lane); the
remainder of Manor ward
The remainder of Milverton ward
Willes ward; part of Whitnash ward (north of the path linking
Church Lane and Barn Farm)
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County Council
proposed division name

Number of
councillors

11

Rowington

1

12

Warwick North

1

13

Warwick South

1

14
15

Warwick West
Whitnash

1
1

Proposed constituent district wards
Lapworth ward; part of Budbrooke ward (the parishes of
Budbrooke, Hatton and Norton Lindsey); the remainder of
Leek Wootton ward
Warwick North ward; part of Warwick West ward (bounded by
Hanworth Road, Cape Road, Millers Road, Wathen Road,
Trueman Close and the Birmingham-Bicester railway line)
Part of Budbrooke ward (the parishes of Barford, Sherbourne
and Wasperton); the remainder of Warwick South ward
The remainder of Warwick West ward
Part of Bishop's Tachbrook ward (west of Tachbrook Road
and north of Harbury Lane, known as ‘Warwick Gates’); the
remainder of Whitnash ward
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The County Council’s proposed Kenilworth Park Hill division included the halls of
residence of the University of Warwick, which are to be contained in the proposed ‘University’
parish ward of Stoneleigh parish. The County Council’s proposal for a revised Cubbington
division involves the warding of Cubbington parish ‘to reflect the changing nature of the area’.
The number of electors per councillor in the proposed divisions of Cubbington, Kenilworth
Abbey, Kenilworth Park Hill, Kenilworth St John’s and Rowington would vary from the county
average initially by 1%, 6%, 11%, 5% and 1% respectively (3%, 9%, 18%, 1% and 2% by 2006).
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In the north of the town of Leamington Spa, the number of electors per councillor in the
County Council’s proposed divisions of Leamington Clarendon, Leamington Crown, Leamington
Manor and Leamington Milverton would vary from the county average initially by 3%, 2%, 5%
and 6% respectively (less than 1%, 3%, 9% and 10% by 2006). In the south of the town of
Leamington Spa, the number of electors per councillor in the County Council’s proposed
divisions of Leamington Brunswick, Leamington Willes and Whitnash would vary from the
county average initially by 8%, 8% and 1% respectively (less than 1%, 2% and 5% by 2006). In
the town of Warwick, the number of electors per councillor in its proposed divisions of Warwick
North, Warwick South and Warwick West would initially vary from the county average by 8%,
less than 1% and 13% respectively (7%, 3% and 7% by 2006).
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The Liberal Democrats proposed a scheme for the district almost identical to the County
Council’s proposals (15 single-member divisions). It did not propose names for its divisions.
Consequently, we have named them ‘Number 1’ to ‘Number 15’. The Liberal Democrats put
forward their own proposals for two divisions in the south of the district, the proposed Number 5
and Number 7 divisions. All other divisions the Liberal Democrats put forward at Stage One
were identical to those proposed by the County Council at Stage One. The number of electors
per councillor in its proposed Number 5 and Number 7 divisions would initially vary from the
county average by 2% and 12% respectively (5% and 10% by 2006). The Liberal Democrats’
scheme for this district would provide for 7% coterminosity in this district (one division out of 15).
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The Liberal Democrats’ proposed Numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, 6 and 8 divisions were identical to
the County Council’s proposed Leamington Manor, Leamington Crown, Leamington Willes,
Leamington Clarendon, Leamington Milverton and Kenilworth Abbey divisions respectively. The
Liberal Democrats’ proposed Numbers 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14 and 15 divisions were identical to
the County Council’s proposed Kenilworth St John’s, Kenilworth Park Hill, Cubbington,
Rowington, Warwick West, Warwick South and Warwick North divisions respectively. The
Liberal Democrats’ proposed Number 5 division contained the part of Bishop's Tachbrook ward
west of Tachbrook Road and north of Harbury Lane, the part of Brunswick ward to the west of
Tachbrook Road and west of Brunswick Road and the part of Warwick South ward east of
Europa Way. Its proposed Number 7 division comprises the Bishop's Tachbrook ward,
excluding the area bounded by Tachbrook Road and Harbury Lane, and the part of Whitnash
ward south of the pathway between Church Lane and Barn Farm.
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The Liberal Democrats put forward a number of arguments to support their proposed
divisions. In the rural areas to the east and west of the urban areas of the district, they stated
that their proposed Number 11 division ‘makes up the rural area east of the urban areas of
Leamington and Kenilworth’. Their proposed Number 12 division was based on the present
Rowington division ‘with some adjustment to fit the numbers requirement’. The number of
electors per councillor in these proposed divisions would vary initially from the county average
by 1% and 1% respectively (3% and 2% by 2006).
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In the town of Leamington Spa, the Liberal Democrats argued that, as five divisions
cannot be created in the Leamington Spa area alone, its proposals for the town include part of
Warwick town and part of Cubbington parish. The Liberal Democrats stated that part of
Cubbington ward in its proposed Number 1 division ‘forms a natural part’ of a division containing
Manor ward and that the boundary between Cubbington and Manor wards ‘divides several
streets in half’. The Liberal Democrats argued that the respective parts of Clarendon and Manor
wards in their proposed Number 2 division ‘together form a natural community bounded by
Leicester Street to the South’ and join well with the section of Crown ward contained in this
proposed division. The Liberal Democrats also stated that Crown ward forms an identifiable
community with a strong focus on the shops, a community centre and other facilities in the
vicinity of Crown Way. They argued that the section of Whitnash in its proposed Number 3
division ‘has a closer affinity’ to the southern part of Willes ward. They argued that this section
of Whitnash ward can only be accessed through Willes ward and is separated from the
remainder of Whitnash ward by a railway line. The Liberal Democrats stated that its proposed
Number 4 division consisted of ‘areas with a common interest’ and would bring together the
retail areas of the Old Town and the New Town of Leamington Spa, which is an aim of the local
authorities in the area. The number of electors per councillor in the proposed divisions of
Number 1, Number 2, Number 3, Number 4 and Number 6 would vary from the county average
initially by 5%, 2%, 8%, 3% and 6% respectively (9%, 3%, 2%, less than 1% and 10% by 2006).
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In the south of the town of Leamington Spa, the Liberal Democrats argued that the
residents of Warwick Gates tend to look towards Leamington Spa rather than Warwick town for
shopping, culture and entertainment which was reflected in their proposed Number 5 division.
The Liberal Democrats also argued that, due to the development in its proposed Number 7
division, ‘it is not possible to leave Whitnash as a division on its own’. It also argued that
‘Bishop's Tachbrook village and the surrounding rural area will increasingly look towards
Whitnash for shopping and other services’. The number of electors per councillor in their
proposed Number 5 and Number 7 divisions would vary from the county average initially by
25% and 16% respectively (5% and 9% by 2006).
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In the remainder of Warwick, the Liberal Democrats stated that their proposed Number
14 division contained the parishes of Barford and Wasperton, which are already linked to
Warwick town in the current Warwick South division, and that Sherbourne parish should be in
the same division as the parishes of Barford and Wasperton because it has a joint parish
council with Barford and Wasperton parishes. It argued that the areas north and south of the
Grand Union Canal in its proposed Number 15 division are adequately linked. It stated that the
current Warwick North division already covers an area south of the Grand Union Canal and this
area adjoins Warwick West ward which is to be included in the new division. Additionally, the
Liberal Democrats stated there is a bridge over the Grand Union Canal linking the respective
parts of Warwick North and Warwick West wards. The number of electors per councillor in the
proposed Number 13, Number 14 and Number 15 divisions would vary from the county average
initially by 13%, less than 1% and 8% respectively (7%, 3% and 7% by 2006).
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In the north of the district, in the town of Kenilworth, the Liberal Democrats argued that
their proposed Number 9 division should be adopted due to the low electoral variance provided.
Additionally, the large area of common boundary between St John’s ward and the parish of
Leek Wootton & Guy's Cliffe and that ‘Leek Wootton looks to Kenilworth for shopping and other
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services’. The Liberal Democrats supported placing the proposed University parish ward of
Stoneleigh parish (the area encompassing the University of Warwick’s halls of residence) in a
division containing St John’s ward because the halls of residence ‘are currently in the same
division as most of the new Park Hill district ward…so there is already an affinity there’. The
Liberal Democrats also argued that electoral equality would be greater by including the halls of
residence in a division with Park Hill ward instead of with the proposed Number 11 division to
the east. The number of electors per councillor in the proposed Number 8, Number 9 and
Number 10 divisions would vary from the county average initially by 6%, 5% and 11%
respectively (9%, 1% and 18% by 2006).
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Whitnash Town Council argued for a division that combines ‘Whitnash’ with Warwick
Gates, the part of Bishop's Tachbrook ward that lies west of Tachbrook Road and north of
Harbury Lane, as ‘most people would consider Warwick Gates to be part of the Whitnash area’.
It opposed the creation of a Whitnash division containing the whole of Bishop's Tachbrook ward
as ‘there is no community identity’.
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We carefully considered all the representations received relating to Warwick district. We
noted that the County Council and the Liberal Democrats put forward proposals allocating 15
councillors to Warwick, the correct allocation. We noted that the County Council’s and the
Liberal Democrats’ proposals provide good levels of electoral equality. However, they would
have also resulted in levels of coterminosity which we considered could be improved upon.
Additionally, the County Council’s and the Liberal Democrats’ proposals (including its alternative
Numbers 4, 5 and 7 divisions) would have resulted in the parishes of Bishop's Tachbrook,
Cubbington and Whitnash having to be warded. Therefore, having investigated a number of
alternatives, we are proposed 11 of our own single-member divisions and two two-member
divisions, which would have significantly improved coterminosity throughout the district while
achieving reasonable electoral equality. Under these proposals, the number of electors
represented by each councillor varies by more than 10% from the county average in only three
divisions and by more than 20% of the average in one division. By 2006, the number of electors
represented by each councillor would vary by more than 10% from the county average in six of
the proposed divisions and by more than 20% in none of the proposed divisions.
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In the east of the district, we proposed a revised Cubbington division containing
Cubbington ward, Radford Semele ward and part of Stoneleigh ward (the parishes of Ashow,
Baginton and our proposed revision of Stoneleigh parish ward of Stoneleigh parish) as this links
the predominantly rural areas surrounding the Warwick/Leamington Spa conurbation. As in the
County Council’s and the Liberal Democrats’ schemes for the district, we proposed to transfer
the area surrounding the halls of residence from our revised Cubbington division into Kenilworth
Abbey. The inclusion of this area in a proposed Cubbington division, containing the whole of
Cubbington, Radford Semele and Stoneleigh wards, would result in an unacceptable electoral
variance (34% in 2001 and 40% by 2006). We adopted the County Council and Liberal
Democrats’ proposal for an additional parish ward of Stoneleigh parish in the area to the west of
the A429 road containing the halls of residence, which we proposed to name University parish
ward. Consequently, the boundary between Cubbington and Kenilworth Abbey divisions would
be the A429 road. Due to the close proximity of the halls of residence to the town of Kenilworth,
we proposed to include the proposed University parish ward in Kenilworth Abbey division. The
number of electors per councillor in our proposed Cubbington division would vary from the
county average initially by 19% (15% by 2006).
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In the area to the north of the district, surrounding the town of Kenilworth, we proposed a
revised Kenilworth Abbey division containing Abbey ward and our proposed University parish
ward of Stoneleigh parish. We noted the Liberal Democrats’ proposals for a division containing
Park Hill ward with the part of Stoneleigh ward west of the A429 road, which encompasses the
halls of residence of the University of Warwick, based on their argument that an affinity has
developed between the halls of residence and the Park Hill ward. However, our proposal to
include the proposed University parish ward in a division with Kenilworth Abbey ward would
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result in better levels of electoral equality in both our proposed Kenilworth Abbey division and
the adjacent coterminous Kenilworth Park Hill division which we are proposing, containing Park
Hill ward only. We proposed an amended Kenilworth St John’s division containing St John’s
ward only. We acknowledged the Liberal Democrats’ support in favour of a division including
both St John’s ward and the parish of Leek Wootton & Guy's Cliffe, arguing that the residents of
Leek Wootton look to Kenilworth for shopping and other services. However, we included the
parish of Leek Wootton in the division containing the remainder of Leek Wootton ward in order
to create a division linking the rural areas to the west of the district with reasonable electoral
equality. The number of electors per councillor in our proposed Kenilworth Abbey, Kenilworth
Park Hill and Kenilworth St John’s divisions would vary from the county average initially by 8%,
4% and 7% respectively (17%, 7% and 11% by 2006).
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In the rural west of the district, our proposed Leek Wootton division included the
Lapworth and Leek Wootton wards and the parish of Hatton, which is part of Budbrooke ward
and covers a predominantly rural area. We acknowledged that the number of electors in this
proposed division is substantially lower than the county average (22% initially and 19% by
2006). However, this division facilitated coterminosity and electoral equality in the vicinity of
Kenilworth town and it facilitates electoral equality in the area to the south of the towns of
Warwick and Leamington Spa.
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In the town of Leamington Spa, we proposed a two-member Leamington Crown division
containing the wards of Clarendon, Crown and Manor. This proposed division included the
closely linked areas to the north and east of the town in a coterminous division with good
electoral equality and facilitated coterminosity and satisfactory electoral equality in the eastern
section of the Leamington Spa/Warwick conurbation. We proposed a revised coterminous
Leamington Milverton division that contains Milverton ward only. This division would provide
excellent electoral equality. We proposed an amended Leamington Willes division covering
Willes ward only. The number of electors per councillor in our proposed Leamington Crown,
Leamington Milverton and Leamington Willes divisions would vary from the county average
initially by 10%, 3% and 1% (7%, 2% and 3% by 2006).
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To the south of the town of Leamington Spa, we proposed an unchanged Whitnash
division, containing Whitnash ward only. We accept Whitnash Town Council’s argument that
Whitnash and Bishop's Tachbrook wards, with the exception of the Warwick Gates area, do not
identify with each other. We did not accept the argument from the Liberal Democrats that a
division cannot be created which solely contains Whitnash ward. Whitnash ward is forecast to
have 6,160 electors by 2006, which is only 6% below the county-wide division average.
Although we acknowledged Whitnash Town Council’s argument that the Warwick Gates area of
Bishop's Tachbrook ward is widely recognised ‘to be part of the Whitnash area’, we considered
it important for boundaries to be coterminous where possible. Our proposal to retain the current
Whitnash division facilitates the creation of suitable divisions in the more rural areas in the far
south of the district. The number of electors per councillor in the current Whitnash division would
vary from the county average initially by 7% (6% by 2006).
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In the south of the district, we proposed a two-member Warwick South division
containing the wards of Brunswick and Warwick South. We could not identify suitable singlemember divisions in this area that combine both coterminosity and good electoral equality. Our
proposed Warwick South division is coterminous, combines two well-linked and predominantly
urban wards and also facilitates the creation of our proposed Bishop's Tachbrook division which
links the predominantly rural areas in the south of the district. Our proposed Bishop's Tachbrook
division contained the whole of Bishop's Tachbrook ward and the majority of Budbrooke ward,
excluding the parish of Hatton. We propose Hatton parish be contained in our proposed Leek
Wootton division to provide reasonable electoral equality in that division. The number of electors
per councillor in our proposed Bishop's Tachbrook division and in our revised Warwick South
division would vary from the county average initially by 18% and be less than 1% respectively
(13% and 6% by 2006).
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In the west of the town of Warwick, we proposed that Warwick North division and
Warwick West division, each consisting solely of Warwick North and Warwick West wards
respectively, remain unchanged. Although we accept the Liberal Democrats’ argument that
Warwick North ward is well-linked to the Warwick West ward to the south, we aimed to facilitate
coterminosity in both our proposed divisions in this area. Although we acknowledged the
relatively low level of electoral equality in Warwick West division, we considered this acceptable
as both of these divisions facilitate coterminosity in the town of Warwick. The number of electors
per councillor in the Warwick North and Warwick West divisions would vary from the county
average initially by 1% and 6% (3% and 17% by 2006).
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Overall, our proposals for Warwick district would have improved electoral equality
significantly with the number of electors represented by each councillor varying by more than
10% from the county average in three divisions and one proposed division would exceed the
county average by more than 20%. This would worsen slightly by 2006 with the number of
electors represented by each councillor varying by more than 10% from the county average in
six divisions and no proposed division would exceed the county average by more than 20%. Our
scheme would have provided 69% coterminosity in this district.
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At Stage Three, we received 10 submissions regarding Warwick. The County Council
proposed single-member alternatives to our two-member Leamington Crown and Warwick
South divisions, claiming that ‘each of these areas contains two distinct communities with
separate identities and interests’. In the town of Leamington Spa, it stated that our proposed
Leamington Crown division contains ‘two distinct communities …, one in the town centre and
one in the suburbs’, and should be split into two single-member divisions. It stated that its
proposed single-member Lillington division contains Crown ward and part of Manor ward
broadly north of Cubbington Road. It stated that such a division would cover the community of
Lillington ‘with a focus on the shops, community centre and other amenities situated around
Crown Way’. It stated that there is a ‘commonality of interest among the residents of this area’ in
that the residents live in similar types of houses and there are a number of families in the area
with children attending schools in the Lillington area. It stated that its proposed Leamington
North division, which includes Clarendon ward and the remainder of Manor ward, contains
generally different types of housing stock than in its proposed Lillington division. It stated that
the residents of this division are ‘predominantly older’ than those in its proposed Lillington
division and that the residents ‘see their community as being based around Leamington town
centre and they go there for shopping and entertainment’.
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In the town of Warwick, the County Council stated that the component wards of our
proposed Warwick South division, Warwick South and Brunswick, are not well-linked, as we
claimed in our draft recommendations report. It stated that there is a substantial physical barrier
between Brunswick and Warwick South wards in the form of ‘a large industrial, commercial and
retail development and there is a considerable distance between the nearest houses in both
wards’. It stated that these two wards form part of Leamington Spa and Warwick towns
respectively and ‘have different identities and community interests’. It stated that Warwick South
ward ‘is mainly an affluent residential area, incorporating much of the old town of Warwick. It is
very community centred with … strong links to Warwick and its town council’. It stated that
residents of Brunswick ward ‘look to Leamington town centre for their shopping, the library,
cinema and other amenities’ and stated that there is ‘a considerable commercial and industrial
presence close to the residential area, which brings with it a new set of issues for councillors to
deal with’. Although the County Council’s ‘preferred option’ is for two coterminous singlemember divisions comprising the Brunswick and Warwick South wards respectively, it put
forward alternative, non-coterminous, single-member divisions in this area with improved
electoral equality. It proposed a Brunswick division, comprising Brunswick ward and the part of
Warwick South ward to the north-east of the Grand Union Canal, and a Warwick South division
containing the remainder of Warwick South ward. Electors in this proposed Warwick South
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division would be under-represented by 19% by 2006 compared to a division containing
Warwick South ward only, in which electors would be under-represented by 22%.
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In the north of the district, the County Council proposed that the proposed University
parish ward of Stoneleigh parish be included in a division with Park Hill ward. It stated that
‘Stoneleigh has more natural links with, and vested interests in, Park Hill’ and that ‘the main
routes from the University [of Warwick] halls of residence to Kenilworth through Park Hill rather
than Abbey’.
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The County Council’s proposals in Warwick district would provide 57% coterminosity. Its
proposed Brunswick, Kenilworth Abbey and Kenilworth Park Hill divisions would vary from the
county average by 10%, 9% and 18% respectively by 2006. Its proposed Lillington, Leamington
North and Warwick South divisions would vary from the county average by 2%, 14% and 22%
by 2006.
202
The Liberal Democrat Group supported our proposed two-member Leamington Crown
division, stating that ‘there is a strong community focus in the new division around Crown Way –
the shopping centre, library, dentist, medical centre and community centre used by residents of
the three [component] wards’. It stated that ‘Lillington Nursery School is attended by children
from all three wards’ and that North Leamington School is attended by pupils from all three
component wards of our proposed Leamington Crown division. It opposed the County Council’s
proposal to split Manor ward between two divisions ‘as it creates a very artificial division’ and it
does not consider that Manor ward ‘can be split along a natural boundary line’. It proposed to
rename our proposed Leamington Crown division Leamington North. It supported the County
Council’s proposal to ‘split the new Warwick South division’. In the north of the district, the
Liberal Democrat Group supported our proposed Kenilworth Abbey and Kenilworth Park Hill
divisions and opposed the County Council’s proposal to include the proposed University parish
ward of Stoneleigh parish in a division with Park Hill ward.
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Town Council of Leamington Spa opposed our proposed Warwick South division. It
stated that the boundary between the component wards of this proposed division ‘runs through
industrial, commercial and retail development’. It stated that our proposed Warwick South
division ‘bisects the civil parish boundary’ between Leamington Spa and Warwick parishes. It
stated that ‘Brunswick is at present represented by councillors who all clearly relate to
Leamington, including Leamington Spa Town Councillors’ and stated that ‘Warwick South
members clearly relate to Warwick Town, including Warwick Town Councillors’. It stated that the
area covered by Brunswick ward ‘is one of the more deprived areas of the County’ and ‘has very
little in common with areas in the South of Warwick Town and the newly developed Warwick
Gates, with which it would be joined’. Councillor Marion Haywood, representing Warwick South
division and Warwick Town South parish ward of Warwick parish, opposed our proposed twomember Warwick South division, stating that ‘Brunswick relates to Leamington Town Council,
and Warwick relates to Warwick Town Council’. It stated that there is ‘a distinct break between
the two communities of Brunswick and Warwick South by commercial/industrial activity’.
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Warwick District Council argued that ‘it would be more appropriate’ for the proposed
University parish ward of Stoneleigh parish to be included in a division with Park Hill ward,
rather than in a division with Abbey ward. It claimed that such a proposal would improve
electoral equality in both the Kenilworth Abbey and Kenilworth Park Hill divisions. It opposed our
proposed Warwick South division as the ‘electoral integrity of the existing Leamington Spa
wards should be maintained’. It proposed creating two single-member divisions to cover the
area of our proposed Warwick South division. In the rural part of the district, the District Council
proposed a two-member Rowington division, comprising the wards of Bishop's Tachbrook,
Budbrooke, Lapworth and Leek Wootton. It stated that this division ‘would comprise two halves,
north and south, with one Councillor being elected for each’.
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Barford, Sherbourne & Wasperton Joint Parish Council supported our proposed Bishop's
Tachbrook division. However, it suggested this division be renamed Tachbrook as the name
‘Bishop’s Tachbrook’ ‘may lead to confusion with the old Bishop’s Tachbrook and give too close
an association with the village of Bishop’s Tachbrook when in fact that village is … located at
one extreme end of the area concerned’. Bishop’s Tachbrook Parish Council supported our
proposed Bishop's Tachbrook division as it maintained ‘Bishop’s Tachbrook as an entity’ and it
links the village with neighbouring rural parishes. Councillors Alan Boad and Cliff Harris,
representing Crown ward, and Councillors Roger Copping, Cymone De-Lara-Boad and Eithne
Goode, representing Manor ward, supported our proposed two-member Leamington Crown
division. They stated that the division ‘is a very valid way of achieving [coterminosity] … without
creating artificial divisions across communities’. It stated that our proposed Leamington Crown
division ‘has an existing strong community focus clustered around the Crown Way area’ which
has shopping facilities and public amenities which are accessible by public and private
transport. They stated that North Leamington School is attended by students ‘from the new
division’ and ‘local primary schools see pupils crossing the District Council wards to attend
them’. They stated that Lillington Nursery School is attended by children from all three wards
contained in our proposed Leamington Crown division. They proposed that our proposed
Leamington Crown be renamed Leamington North as this division would comprise two wards in
addition to Crown.
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Having carefully considered the representations received at Stage Three regarding
Warwick district, we propose to broadly confirm our draft recommendations as final. We were,
however, convinced to move away from our proposed two-member Warwick South division on
the basis of community identity argument provided at Stage Three and the realisation that
residents in the respective component wards were covered by different parishes, Royal
Leamington Spa and Warwick. In the remainder of the district, we are confirming our draft
recommendations as final, subject to a name change.
207
We note the significant opposition to our proposed two-member Warwick South division.
Although the component wards of Brunswick and Warwick are linked, we have been convinced
by the argumentation put forward at Stage Three that the residents of these two wards look
towards Leamington Spa and Warwick towns respectively. When preparing our draft
recommendations, we were unaware that Brunswick ward covered an area that was also
represented by Royal Leamington Spa parish. Additionally, we were convinced that the
respective electors in the wards of Brunswick and Warwick South are separated by a substantial
non-residential area lying broadly to the east of Europa Way. We noted that electors in a
division containing Warwick South ward would be under-represented by 22% by 2006. The
electors in a division containing Brunswick ward only would be over-represented by 10% by
2006. We considered an option put forward by the County Council for a Brunswick division
including the part of Warwick South division north of the Grand Union Canal and the whole of
Brunswick ward. The remainder of Warwick South division would form another single-member
division. This option would improve electoral equality with the electors in these proposed
Brunswick and Warwick South divisions being over-represented by 10% and under-represented
by 19% by 2006. As this provides only a small improvement in electoral equality and would
necessitate the creation of a new parish ward with relatively few electors, we have decided not
to adopt this option. We considered including the area north of Coten End and Emscote Road in
a division with either Warwick North or Warwick West wards to improve electoral equality in a
division containing the majority Warwick South ward. However, this proposal would necessitate
further parish warding which may not receive local support. We considered placing part of
Warwick South ward in a division with the rural areas to its south. However, we consider that
Warwick South is a predominantly urban division with substantial community links to the
remainder of Warwick town. Additionally, we have received support for our proposed Bishop's
Tachbrook division, which covers the areas to the south and west of Warwick town.
Consequently, we are adopting the County Council’s Brunswick and Warwick South divisions.
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We note the opposition from County Council to our proposed Leamington Crown division
and its alternative proposals for single-member Leamington North and Lillington divisions.
However, we were not convinced that these proposed divisions each represent distinct
communities, as claimed by the County Council. We considered the arguments put forward by
the County Council in favour of its Leamington North and Lillington divisions, based largely on
housing type and demographics, to be insufficient. We also noted that the Liberal Democrat
Group and Councillors Boad, Copping, De-Lara-Boad, Goode and Harris stated that Crown Way
represents a community ‘focus’ for residents in all three of the component wards of our
proposed Leamington Crown division, not only those in the Lillington area as claimed by the
County Council. We were convinced by the argument put forward by Councillors Boad,
Copping, De-Lara-Boad, Goode and Harris that our proposed Leamington Crown division be
renamed Leamington North. We accept that Crown ward is only one of three whole component
wards of this division, which is located in the northern part of Leamington Spa town.
Consequently, we are confirming our proposed Leamington Crown division as final, subject to it
being renamed Leamington North.
209
In the north of the district, we note the proposal put forward by the County Council and
the District Council to include the proposed University parish ward of Stoneleigh parish in a
division with Park Hill ward. We have not been convinced by the argument that the halls of
residence of the University of Warwick are better linked with Park Hill ward compared to Abbey
ward. The inclusion of the halls of residence in the County of Warwickshire is a boundary
anomaly and there are no direct links between the halls and any settlement in Warwickshire.
Additionally, placing this proposed parish ward in a division with Abbey ward provides better
overall electoral equality than if the parish ward was contained in a division with Park Hill ward.
Electors in a division combining Park Hill ward with the proposed University parish ward would
be under-represented by 18% by 2006. However, electors in our proposed Kenilworth Abbey
division, comprising Abbey ward and the proposed University parish ward, would be underrepresented by 17% by 2006. Consequently, we are confirming our proposed Kenilworth Abbey
division as final.
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We note the proposal put forward by the District Council for a coterminous two-member
Rowington division, comprising the wards of Bishop's Tachbrook, Budbrooke, Lapworth and
Leek Wootton. Electors in such a division would be over-represented by 16% by 2006. We
acknowledge that such a division would represent an improvement to our proposed Leek
Wootton, which is non-coterminous and in which the electors would be over-represented by
19% by 2006. However, we note the statement from the District Council that this division ‘would
comprise two halves, north and south, with one Councillor being elected for each’. We consider
this to be a misunderstanding of the concept of two-member divisions. All councillors in multimember divisions share the responsibility for the entire division and not only a part of it.
Additionally, we note the support received for our proposed Bishop's Tachbrook division, which
comprises wards and parishes that would cover part of the District Council's proposed
Rowington division. Therefore, we are confirming our proposed Bishop's Tachbrook and Leek
Wootton as final.
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Under our final recommendations, the levels of electoral equality in Warwick would be
broadly similar to those outlined in our draft recommendations. The number of electors in the
Leamington Brunswick and Warwick South divisions would vary initially from the county average
by 6% and 6% respectively (10% and 22% by 2006). Our final recommendations are illustrated
on the large map and on Map 3 at the back of this report.

Conclusions
212
Having considered carefully all the representations and evidence received in response to
our consultation report, we propose:
•

there should be 62 councillors, representing 56 divisions;
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•

changes should be made to 57 of the existing 62 divisions.

213
We have decided to substantially confirm our draft recommendations subject to the
following amendments in the following areas:
•

In North Warwickshire, we are adopting the County Council’s proposals across the
district. We consider they are an improvement upon our draft recommendations in terms
of community identity, while maintaining satisfactory levels of coterminosity and
electoral equality.

•

In Nuneaton & Bedworth borough, we are proposing a name change for a division we
proposed in our draft recommendations as we consider it reflects the identities of the
component communities.

•

In Stratford on Avon district, we are adopting four proposed divisions in the east of the
district put forward by the County Council, Stratford-on-Avon Conservative Association and
Councillor Chris Saint. We consider these proposed divisions would better reflect
community identities.

•

In Warwick district, we are adopting two divisions in the south of the towns of Royal
Leamington Spa and Warwick respectively, as proposed by the County Council. We
consider these represent an improvement in terms of community identities and community
links. We are proposing a name change for a division we proposed in our draft
recommendations as we considers it reflects its geographic position.
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Table 13 shows the impact of our final recommendations on electoral equality,
comparing them with the current arrangements, based on 2001 and 2006 electorate figures.
Table 13: Comparison of current and recommended electoral arrangements
2001 electorate

2006 forecast electorate

Current
arrangements

Final
recommendations

Current
arrangements

Final
recommendations

Number of councillors

62

62

62

62

Number of divisions

62

56

62

56

6,347

6,347

6,536

6,536

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

27

20

38

22

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

13

5

14

1

Average number of electors
per councillor
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As Table 13 shows, our final recommendations would result in a reduction in the number
of divisions with an electoral variance of more than 10% from 27 to 20, with five divisions initially
varying by more than 20% from the borough average. By 2006, 22 divisions are forecast to vary
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by more than 10% and in only one division would the variance exceed 20%. Our final
recommendations are set out in more detail in Tables 1 and 2, and on the large map at the back
of this report.
Final recommendation
Warwickshire County Council should comprise 62 councillors serving 56 divisions, as detailed
and named in Tables 1 and 2, and illustrated in Appendix A and on the large map inside the
back cover.

Parish council electoral arrangements
216
When reviewing electoral arrangements, we are required to comply as far as possible
with the rules set out in Schedule 11 to the 1972 Act. The Schedule states that if a parish is to
be divided between different county divisions it must also be divided into parish wards, so that
each parish ward lies wholly within a single division of the county. Accordingly, we propose
consequential warding arrangements for the parish of Stoneleigh to reflect the proposed county
divisions in those areas.
217
As part of draft recommendations, we proposed warding Ansley parish as we considered
including parts of Ansley parish in separate divisions would result in good electoral equality and
a reflection of community identities at the division level. We proposed the creation of an Ansley
Common and an Ansley Village parish wards. However, we were convinced to move away from
our proposals to ward this parish by substantial community identity argumentation and
alternative proposals that we received at Stage Three.
218
The parishes of Ashow and Stoneleigh are a part of Stoneleigh Parish Council, which is
currently served by 10 councillors. Eight of these councillors represent Stoneleigh parish, which
comprises the parish wards of Burton Green and Stoneleigh. Burton Green and Stoneleigh
parish wards are currently represented by two and six councillors respectively. At Stage One,
the County Council and the Liberal Democrats proposed a new University parish ward to
provide acceptable electoral equality in the north of Warwick district. Although we do not
propose adopting the County Council’s proposed divisions in the area, we do propose warding
Stoneleigh parish as put forward by the County Council. Including parts of Stoneleigh parish in
two separate divisions will provide reasonable electoral equality at the county division level. We
therefore propose adopting the County Council’s parish wards of Burton Green, Stoneleigh and
University, which it proposed at Stage One. No proposals regarding the representation within
the wards of the parish were provided by either the County Council or the Liberal Democrats.
We propose that the Burton Green, Stoneleigh and University parish wards should be
represented by two, four and two councillors respectively.
Final recommendation
Stoneleigh Parish Council should comprise 10 councillors, as at present. Stoneleigh parish
should return eight councillors, as at present, representing three wards: Burton Green
(returning two councillors), Stoneleigh (returning four councillors) and University (returning two
councillors). The boundary between the two parish wards should reflect the proposed county
division boundary, as illustrated and named on Map 3 in Appendix A.
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6

What happens next?

219
Having completed our review of electoral arrangements in Warwickshire 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).
220
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.
221
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 Warwickshire County Council: Detailed
mapping
The following maps illustrate our proposed division boundaries for the Warwickshire County
Council area.
Map 1 illustrates the proposed Nuneaton Whitestone division in Nuneaton & Bedworth borough.
Map 2 illustrates the proposed Bedworth West division in Nuneaton & Bedworth borough.
Map 3 illustrates the proposed University parish ward of Stoneleigh parish in Warwick district.
The large map inserted at the back of this report illustrates in outline form the proposed
divisions for Warwickshire, including constituent district wards and parishes.
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